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"Good leadership is not a luxury but
a necessity for survival. Without
such leadership^ our educational
institutions will be unable to adapt
effectively to changing and difficult
times, let alone teach and function
with excellence” (Jacobsen, 1980,
p. 50).

I
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Chapter I
INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study was to investigate the

relationship between the leadership style of a principal

and the job satisfaction of the teachers with whom s/he
works.

Researchers who have studied school effectiveness

over the past decade, have repeatedly pointed to the

principal as the key to achieving effectiveness.
It is indicated in recent research, that in
order to achieve effectiveness in schools; strong

leadership must be coupled with a team effort on the
part of teachers.

Teacher job satisfaction then

becomes crucial in maintaining the cohesive unit

necessary to get the job done.
This renewed attention focused upon school

effectiveness has been in response to the recent

findings reported in:
□ Public and Private Schools (Coleman, Hoffer &
Kilgore, 1981)

•The Paideia Proposal (Adler, 1982)
• The 15th Annual Gallup Poll of the Public*s
Attitudes Toward Public Schools. (Gallup, T?83)
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• Secondary Education in America (Carnegie
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching,
1983)
• A Study of Schooling (Goodlad, 1983a)

•> 20th Century Fund Report (Task Force on
Federal Elementary and Secondary Educationa1
Policy, 1983)

• Action for Excellence: A Comprehensive Plan
to Improve Our Nation's Schools (Task Force
on Education for Economic Growth, 1983)

• A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for
^Educational Reform (National Commission on
Excellence in Education, 1983)
These are but a sampling of the reports that
have deluged the media over the past four years.
A wave of reports and studies of American
schools has inundated educators and policy
makers....Although these documents, which
have attempted to define the educational
problems of the nation and suggest solutions,
were expected, their arrival has resulted in
a totally new environment for thinking about
educational issues in the U.S. (Howe, 1983,
p. 167).

In addition to these demands for school improvement,
of a more direct interest and application in the West
Virginia educational milieu are the changes being
dictated throughout the state system as a result of
the Pauley et al. v. Bailey et al. Decision (1982)

and its interpretation in the "Master Plan for Public
Education" (WV Board of Education, 1983).

In response to the challenges forwarded by this
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kaleidoscope of reports, the local school becomes
the primary locus of change.

Hodgkinson (1982, p.

42), in assigning responsibility for dealing productively
with changes states, "...it is now clear that the

individual school site is the basic unit of educational
change and improvement.

This makes the school principal

the most vital leader in the improvement of public

schools."

Effective schools research studies suggest that

the differences in effectiveness among schools can
be accounted for by strong administrative leadership

on the part of the school principal (Cohen, 1982).
Lipham (1981, p. 1) echoes the impact a principal

has, when he says that "while schools make a difference

in what students learn, principals make a difference
in schools...and, the leadership of the principal
is crucial to the school’s success with students. it

In "Exemplary Schools and the Search for
Effectiveness" Austin (1979) examined exhaustively the

longitudinal and case studies of exceptional schools
which had been completed to date.

He concluded that no

one single factor accounted for a school being classified

as exceptional, rather, a critical mass of positive
factors when taken together made the difference.
Foremost among these factors were:

(1) strong principal
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leadership, (2) strong principal participation in

classroom instructional programs, (3) higher expectations
on the part of the principal for student and teacher
performance, and (4) principals with high perceptions
of control over the functions of the school, the

curriculum, the programs, and the staff.
In each of the above studies, school "effectiveness"
was judged by identifying schools with above-average

standardized test scores.
A synthesis of current research findings underscores

the principal's role in achieving school effectiveness:

(1) the principal has emerged as the key element
in school effectiveness (Averich, 1972; Edmonds,
1979b; Hallinger, Murphy, Weil, Mesa & Mitman,
1983; Jacobsen, 1980; M.B. Morris, 1981)
(2) principals are the key to change in the individual
school; they accept the fact that change is
inevitable and that it is their responsibility
to manage that change (Goodlad, 1976; Huge, 1977)
(3) the effective principal is the climate leader,
one who determines what climate is conducive to
goal achievement and personal satisfaction
(Fox, 1974)

(4) the importance of the instructional leadership
role of the principal is being cited with
increasing frequency (Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan &
Lee, 1982; Hord & Thurber, 1982; Wynne, 1981)
(5) the principal is being associated with student
achievement (Matthews, 1976), improved reading
scores (Howell, 1975), and overall school
improvement (S.K. Miller, 1981)

Upon close examination of this and other recent
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research, one notes the recurring reference to "effective
principal leadership".

The principal consistently

emerges as the key factor in effective (exemplary,
exceptional, successful, etc.) schools, and as the

primary change agent within the school.

McPherson

(1982, p. 25) sums up the feeling in his statement:
fl

..a school is only as good as its principal."

Educational administration has been recognized

as a discipline apart from the teaching profession
for less than four decades, and in that time the
principal's role can be characterized as one of change.

Kellams (1979), in a comprehensive review of the
literature on the principalship up to that date, outlined

role changes that had occured.

Historically, the

specific focal points of the principal’s role have
been:
(1) the principal as instructional leader (Langfitt,
1949)
(2) the principal's managerial role (Romine, 1950)
(3) group dynamics, democratic leadership and shared
decision making (Eikenberry, 1951; Harlow, 1957).
(4) the principal as team leader (Harlow, 1957)

(5) the principal as social engineer (Barber, 1958)
(6) the principal as public relations man (Klavano,
1960)

(7) the principal as a change facilitator (Thomas,
1963^; Trump, 1972)
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(8) the principal as politician (Kellams, 1979)

These are representative of some of the jobs

the principal has been expected to perform, but the
list is by no means exhaustive.

In recent years there

has been a renewed emphasis on instructional/curriculum
management, accountability and change management.
In the few years since Kellams’ literature review

was published, another role has been emphasized for

principals in the 1980s.

leader.

That role is of staff development

Rogus (1983, p. 8) states that

it

in this time

of limited teacher turnover and increased pressure

for accountability, the need for staff development
efforts is greater than ever.”
Increased emphasis is being placed on inservice

training options as opposed to pre-service training
which was sufficient in the 1960s and 1970s when great

numbers of newly-graduated teachers were being hired.
NEA research presented in

H

Portrait of a Teacher"

(in Education ’83, Today’s Education, 1983-84 Annual
Edition, P- 60), indicates that in the decade between

1973 and 1983, the median teacher’s age rose from

34 to 38? the median total years of experience per
teacher rose from eight to twelve years; and, the

median total years in the present school system doubled
from five to ten years.
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These findings indicate that while today’s teaching
force is older, more experienced. and likely to have

been in the same school system longer; it has also

been longer since their pre-service training.

This

supports the need for the principal to stress staff

development activities to keep staff skills up-to-date.

Frey and Young (1983, p. 73) give the principal
an added dimension of responsibility in this area
when they state that "in this era of declining school

enrollment...lessened teacher mobility, and increased

awareness of stress, the principal's role in helping
teachers manage stress is important.

ii

Several other current findings add particular

significance for educators in West Virginia.

NEA' s

"Education ’83" also shows that in a highly mobile

nation overall, West Virginia has the fourth

highest

percentage of state-born residents (78.6% in 1982)
who still reside in the state.

West Virginia is also

one of the four slowest-growing states in the country,

actually experiencing declines in population between

1980 and 1984.

These facts underscore the importance

of developing existing staff in West Virginia.

In addition, a report from the West Virginia
Board of Regents indicates that in 1982-83 the number
of teacher graduates in the areas of math, science

and special education were few (King, 1983, p. 1).

I
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A November, 1983 report from the West Virginia Office

of Education and Personnel Development indicates that
between 56% and 67% of the state’s counties reported
teacher shortages in the areas of math, science, gifted

education, behavioral disorders and specific learning
disabilities.
"Retirement of the large numbers of teachers

who entered the profession in the early and mid-1950s
will create acute teacher shortages over the next

10 years," according to Haley (1984, p. 1).

She further

iterates that the •'shortage looms at a time when the

nation's teaching institutions are decimated n (p. 1).
All of these facts tend to corroborate Hodgkinson’s
(1982, P. 48) statement that:

"It will be very important

in the 1980s that principals develop effective techniques

for motivating the best teachers to stay on the job."
The principal's task of keeping current teaching personnel

on the job and enlisting their support in effecting
the changes that are being mandated, will necessitate

those teachers having a feeling of satisfaction with
their jobs.
Hawkes and Dedrick (1983) report the results

of Phase II of a teacher stress survey which attempted
to determine if the current state of the economy,
the number of teachers leaving the profession and

the professional discontent being expressed has altered

1
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the perceived stress factor in schools since the Phase

I results were revealed in 1981.

Phase II findings

showed that greater than 90% of teachers surveyed

reported some job-related stress.

When asked to name

anything they would change about their present school

environment — given the chance — the overwhelming
response was improved teacher-administrator relations.

Further importance has been placed on increasing
teacher job satisfaction as a result of recent emphasis

on professional burnout and increasing public demands
for improved student performance (Matthews & Holmes,
1982).

M.B. Morris (1981) states that "stressful conditions

may adversely affect workers’ health...and staff turnover/
one indicator of dissatisfaction, has high costs for

employers.”

She states further that, "Teachers are

essential to the effectiveness of schooling.

An

understanding of some of the factors that make schools

satisfying for teachers may point to changes in the

structure and organization of the school as a workplace"
(p. 5).

Araki (1982, p. 94) reports two interesting findings
from a leadership study done in Hawaii’s schools.

"Student achievement, as measured by the Scholastic
Aptitude Test, increases with teacher satisfaction...and,
teachers are more satisfied and less frustrated if

1
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they perceive the principal's leadership to be participative"

(on the Likert Scale).

School effectiveness researchers

increasingly forge a link between satisfied teachers
and increased student performance (see Goodlad, 1984;
Sapone, 1983).

Significance of the Study

It has been shown that West Virginia's schools
in the 1980s are under tremendous external pressure

to change and that the internal structure of the

teaching profession itself is undergoing a metamorphosis.
It has also been shown that the principal is the key
factor in managing such change in a direction that

is beneficial for the school as a whole.

It is also evident that teacher job satisfaction
is increasingly important today in the face of the

changes taking place in the state's job markett and
that it plays a role in increasing student achievement.
A plethora of recent research links job satisfaction
to school effectiveness.

Current research establishes that/ in general.
a leader's effectiveness is based upon leadership
style r a composite of qualities that elicits unity

and productivity from subordinates/ and an appropriate
match of this behavior to the situation. Given the set

1
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of circumstances in which West Virginia’s educators
currently find themselves; it seemed reasonable to
assume that in striving to achieve a more productive

organization/ any variable which might impact the job
satisfaction of the teachers should be examined —
including the leadership style of the principal.

This study was undertaken to determine if, in fact.
there was a particular set of leadership behaviors

!

which when exhibited by principals enhanced teacher

job satisfaction.

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to determine if

a relationship exists between the principals’
leadership style and the job satisfaction of teachers

in West Virginia.

Specifically/ the study measured:

(1) the principal's leadership style as perceived

by selected teachers with whom s/he works.
(2) the job satisfaction of selected teachers in

West Virginia’s schools.
(3) the predominant leadership style(s) exhibited
by West Virginia’s principals as perceived by

selected teachers.

Statement of the Problem
The principal’s leadership style, teacher’s job

I
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satisfaction and the relationship between the two
were explored via the following null hypotheses:
(1) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary

across the four leadership styles.
(2) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary

across the twelve subscales of the Job Satisfaction,
Survey.

(3) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary

according to school location (urban, suburban,
or rural).

(4) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary

according to school size (less than 200 students,
200 to 500 students, or more than 500 students).
(5) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary
according to the sex of the teacher.
(6) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary

according to the years of experience of the

teacher.
(7) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary
according to the interaction between leadership

style and school location.
(8) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary
according to the interaction between leadership

style and school size.

I
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(9) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary
according to the interaction between leadership

style and the sex of the teacher.
(10) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary

according to the interaction between leadership
style and the years of experience of the teacher.
(11) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary
according to the interaction between leadership
style and the subscale measures.

(12) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary

according to the interaction between school

location and the subscale measures.
(13) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary

according to the interaction between school size

and the subscale measures.
(14) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary
according to the interaction between the sex

of the teacher and the subscale measures.
(15) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary
according to the interaction between the years

of experience of the teacher and the subscale
measures.

(16) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary

according to the interaction among the leadership

style, school location and the subscale measures.

I
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(17) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary
according to the interaction among the leadership

style, school size and the subscale measures.

(18) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary
according to the interaction among the leadership

style, sex of the teacher and the subscale measures.
(19) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary
according to the interaction among the leadership
style, years of experience of the teacher and

the subscale measures.

Definition of Terms
For the purposes of this study. major terms were

operationally defined by the researcher as follows:
(1) Leadership Style — measured on Hersey and
B1anchard's Leader Effectiveness and Adaptability

Description-Other (LEAD-Other) as a reflection of
the perceptions of the leader's (i.e. principal's)

subordinates (i.e. teachers).

The dominant style

was determined by the quadrant in which the majority
of responses fell.

(2) Relationship Behavior — the extent to which leaders
are likely to maintain personal relationships between

themselves and members of the group by opening up

I
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channels of communication and providing socioemotional

support.

This is comparable to the consideration

dimension of leader behavior identified in the

OSU studies.
(3) Task Behavior — the extent to which leaders organize

and define the roles of members of the group; to
explain what activities each is to do; wherer when,

and how tasks are to be accomplished; characterized
by endeavoring to establish well-defined patterns of
organization and ways of getting jobs accomplished.

This is comparable to the initiating structure
simension of leader behavior identified in the

OSU studies.
(4) Teacher Job Satisfaction — measured on the "Job
Satisfaction Survey" which contains 27 items,

each given a 1 to 4 point rating on the Likerttype scale of satisfaction.

The 9 individual

facets of job satisfaction measured are:
Administration/Supervision, Co-workers, Career

Future, School Identification/ Financial Aspects/
Work Conditions, Amount of Work, Pupil-Teacher
Relations and Community Relations.

Scores for

each of the 9 subscales are determined by summing

the 3 questions pertaining to each and dividing
by 3.

i

Overall job satisfaction is obtained by

1
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summing all 27 items and dividing by 27.

School

specific satisfaction is obtained by summing the
appropriate 15 items and dividing by 15.

Limitations of the Study

The pattern of school type and location must
be kept in mind when attempting to apply the study’s

findings to other settings.

Selection bias occurs

since the population selected for study is made up

exclusively of teachers practicing in West Virginia’s

public schools.

Care should be taken in generalizing

the findings outside the parameters of this particular

population.

The study’s findings are also limited

to the accuracy of the reported perceptions of those

persons responding to the questionnaires.
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Chapter II

RELATED LITERATURE

Leadership style of the principal as a significant
factor in determining teacher job satisfaction was

examined in this study.

The review of the literature

further developed the following major ideas introduced
in Chapter I:

West Virginia’s schools in the 1980s are
under tremendous pressure to change.

• The teaching force in West Virginia is
also undergoing a metamorphosis.

♦The local school is the locus of these
changes.
•The principal is the key factor in
managing change at the school level.

• In the current climate of change in
education, teacher job satisfaction
becomes increasingly important.

♦Research indicates that teacher job
satisfaction is desirable in attaining
school effectiveness.
•The leadership style of the principal
may be a key factor in determining
teacher job satisfaction.
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In order to give greater depth to these concepts,

a review of the literature was conducted in the specific
areas of:

I.

Education in a Climate of Change

A. The current national climate
B. The current climate in West Virginia
C. Inevitability of change in West
Virginia’s schools
D. Impact of change on the local school

II.

The Principalship
A. The principal’s role in implementing
change
B. The principal’s changing job role

III.

The Historical Development of Theory in
Education Administration
A. Organizational theory
B. Leadership theory

IV.

V.

Job Satisfaction Research
Summary

Education In A Climate of Change

Current National Climate
Criticism of public education is not a new
phenomenon.

Recent years, however, have witnessed

a marked increase in the amount of media coverage
such criticism receives.

Not since the days following

the launching of Sputnik I in 1957, has there been

ft
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such a furor in American education (Goldberg & Harvey,

1983; Johnson, 1982; Naisbitt, 1982).

Unprecedented

demands are being made upon public schools at all

levels as a result of the findings in a host of reports

recently made public.
Significant changes in American life, coupled

with questions about school effectiveness have stimulated
a prolific flow of studies nationwide aimed at improving
the overall quality of American schools.

"Indeed,

it would be difficult to identify a national educational

organization that has not undertaken such an effort
in the last two years" (MacPhail-Wilcox & Guth, 1983,

P- 1).
Sociologist, James Coleman, and his colleagues
fueled a nationwide controversy with the release of
tt

Public and Private Schools" (1981), a study

commissioned and financed by the National Center for

Education Statistics.

Among the findings that "brought

the collective wrath of the public school establishment
down on his head" (Ravitch, 1981, P. 718), were statements

that (1) private schools produce better cognitive

outcomes than do public schools even after family
background factors that predict achievement are controlled;

and (2) private schools provide a safer, more disciplined

and more ordered environment than do public schools
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(Coleman et al.r 1981).

They point out wide differences between public
and private school curricula, including the facts

that a much higher percentage of private school students
are enrolled in academic programs (as opposed to general

and vocational programs) and that private school students
spend much greater amounts of time on homework.

The findings were controversial, to say the least,
and there was rebuttal from many sources.

The basic

argument was voiced by Rogers (1983) when he likened

Coleman’s comparison of public and private schools
to a comparison of apples and oranges.

Though critics

denounced his methods, they admitted that Coleman
had provided a needed reflection on the state of public

education in general.
More recently, the release of the "15th Annual

Gallup Poll of the Public’s Attitudes Toward the Public
Schools" (Gallup, 1983), gives some idea of what the

public at large views as the major problems confronting
the schools in 1983.

The public’s rating of local schools in 1983
follows the downward trend reported since 1974 when
this question was first included.
schools a rating of A or B.

In 1974, 48% gave

The comparable figure

in 1983 was 31% (Gallup, 1983, p. 35).

Curriculum/

i

J
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standards and teachers have consistently ranked in
the top five problems of local public schools since
1976 (Gallup, p. 30).

On April 26, 1983, the National Commission for
Excellence in Education (NCEE) presented its thirty-

six page report to President Reagan at a White House
conference.

The report was the result of an eighteen-month

study by an eighteen member task force appointed by then

Secretary of Education, Terrel Bell.
The NCEE was set up to examine the educational

quality of schools in the United States.

The very

title of their culminating report, "A Nation at Risk:

The Imperative for Educational Reform", is indicative

of what is to follow.

"Our nation is at risk.

The

educational foundations of our society are being eroded

by a rising tide of mediocrity that threatens our future

as a nation and a people" (NCEE, 1983, p. 36).

These

are statements not soon forgotten by the public.
The recommendations of the Commission fall into

six specific categories, including the following:

I. CONTENT. State and local high school graduation
requirements should be strengthened; and include a
minimum of four years of English, three years each
of math, science and social studies, and one-half
year of computer science (with even more stringent
requirements for the college-bound). These courses
will constitute the "New Basics".

I
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II. STANDARDS & EXPECTATIONS. Schools, colleges
and universities should adopt more rigorous and
measurable standards and set high expectations for
academic performance and student conduct. Colleges
should raise entrance requirements. Learning
materials must be upgraded at every level.

III. TIME. Significantly greater time must be
devoted to learning the New Basics by making more
effective use of the existing school day or perhaps
by lengthening the school day and/or school year.
Students should be assigned more homework.

IV. TEACHING
TEACHING.. Persons preparing to teach must
be required to meet high educational standards and
demonstrate an aptitude for teaching as well as competency
in their specific academic discipline. An effective
evaluation system must be instituted which is tied
to salary, promotion, tenure and retention (A Nation
at Risk, 1983).
As important as the report itself is, the response
it has elicited from all sectors has permeated the media.

It received attention unlike that accorded any event

in education.

All major news magazines, newspapers

and television news shows covered NCEE’s findings.

Prompted by such publicity, there has been widespread
public demand for the report.

Over 200,000 copies

had been printed by various educational publications;
and the U.S. Government Printing Office was already

in its fourth printing only five months after the
issuance of the report (Goldberg & Harvey, 1983).

Time Magazine's (McGrath, 1983a) initial coverage

of the report, entitled "To Stem a ’Tide of Mediocrity’’*,
called for increased citizen involvement to make

1
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educational reform a top priority; stating further,
that "excellence costs, but in the long run, mediocrity
costs far more” (p. 62).

Newsweek*s (Wil1iams, Howard, & Joseph, 1983)
response to the findings came in an article entitled

’’Can Our Schools Be Saved? n

Its opening statements

read in part, ’’The writing on the blackboard in
Washington last week was bleak....The Commission’s

findings, based on eighteen months of study, were

frightening indeed" (p. 50).

The report has elicited reaction from nearly
all educational groups in the nation:

National Education

Association, American Federation of Teachers, National
School Board Association, National Association of

Elementary School Principals, and National Association

of Secondary School Principals, for example.

This,

combined with the media and public sector responses,
suggests that Bell was correct in hailing the report
as "a possible turning point in an era where schools
face the challenges of the post-industrial age”

(Goldberg & Harvey, 1983, p. 14).
These subsequent rehashings of the initial findings

have done little to quell the public’s skepticism
of the schools.

What prompted the Commission to reach

its ultimate conclusions?

The report itself, and
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each media article mentioned the following statistics

as indicative of the problem:

oOn 19 international assessments of student
achievement, U.S. students never ranked first or
second.
In fact, when compared only to
industrialized nations, the U.S. ranked last
seven times.
o23,000,000 adults in the U.S. are functionally
illiterate.
oFrom 1963 to 1980, there was an unbroken decline
in scores on the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT).

oDuring the same period, there was a similar decline
in the number of students demonstrating superior
achievement on the SAT.

o Only one-fourth of recent Armed Forces recruits
were able to read at a ninth grade level.

oBetween 1975 and 1980, the number of remedial
mathematics courses offered in four-year public
colleges increased by 72%.
Many activities are underway in response to the

NCEE report.

Other individuals and panels have added

their voices to the rising chorus of concern about

the quality of education in general.
Follow-up news articles cite some positive changes

that have already taken place.

"Parents, educators,

business people and politicians everywhere are forming
grass-roots coalitions to raise standards and improve
the quality of education.

Their vigor is bringing

a new vitality to education” (McGrath/ 1983b, p. 58).
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In the same article, Bell is quoted as saying

that there is "currently in progress the greatest,

most far-reaching and most promising reform and renewal
of education we have seen since the turn of the century"
(p. 58).

NCEE's sentiments have since been echoed in reports

from Twentieth Century Task Force (1983), Carnegie
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching (1983),

and the Task Force on Education for Economic Growth
(1983).

This list is by no means all-inclusive.

Most states have since put together task forces to
consider reform.

It is obvious that the concern for

change in the public schools has a broad base of

support.
Certain fundamental changes in our society actuated
this concern.

The U.S. has been transformed from

an industrial society to an informational society
and the role of the school in this new society has
yet to be clearly conceptualized (Cremin, 1983; Goodlad,
1983b; Hodgkinson, 1982; MacPhail-Wilcox & Guth, 1983;
Naisbitt, 1982).

Cremin states that we are "living through a
revolution...that represents the most fundamental
change in education since the rise of the popular

school systems in the nineteenth century" (p. 24).

i
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He cites a dramatic change in the character of the
American family (i.e. it is smaller, less stable,

more varied, and has more dual-career parents) as
one contributing factor.
Bell (1983)/ Naisbitt (1982) and the NCEE (1983)

assert that we cannot be competitive in the international

marketplace if we do not develop the technical skills
that are necessary.

The Wall Street Journal (Drucker,

1983) reiterates the point:

it

...that American schools

will improve — radically and quite soon — is certain
....The economic rewards for knowledge and skill/ after
a half century of steady decline are going up sharply
and so are the penalties for their absence" (p. 26).
Naisbitt (1982) lends further credence to this
claim in his book Megatrends.

He identifies ten major

forces that are sweeping through American society

today, indicating that America's shift from an industrial
to an informational society is "no longer an idea.

it is a reality" (p. ID.

This is the major trend

transforming our society today and it is characterized
by a geometric increase in personal transactions via
all forms of interactive communication.

"In this literacy-intensive society, when we
need basic reading and writing skills more than ever

before, our educational system is turning out an

1
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increasingly inferior product" (p. 19).

He states

further that the generation of students graduating
today is the first in American history that is less

skilled than its parents.

He views many Americans as

moving toward virtual scientific and technological

illiteracy.
Goodlad (1983b) concurs with Naisbitt in saying,
"recent analyses of contemporary society reveal a

relentless restructuring taking place that is changing
our lives and that demands a fundamental restructuring

of schools" (p. 554).

"A Study of Schooling" completed by Goodlad and
his associates was an in-depth study of over one thousand
classrooms.

Findings indicate that pedagogy and curricula

seem to be geared to the "lowest common denominator
and if school improvement continues on its present
course, our schools will remain very much as they are.

The study also found that teachers emphasize

"teacher talk" and monitoring of seatwork; with a
concomitant lack of instructional variability, student
interaction, collaborative projects, student-planned

or initiated work, reading or writing at any length
or student creativity (Goodlad, 1983a).

Cries for reform are inundating our nation's
schools and the indictments are coming from all sides:

I
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business (Naisbitt, e.g. ) and private sectors, government

(NCEE, e.g.) and from within education itself (Cremin

and Goodlad, e.g.).
Note:

It is the researcher’s intent merely to outline
some of the criticisms that have been leveled
at public education, rather than to defend or
refute them.
It should be noted that there
has been some scholarly criticism of the various
reports. For example, Husen (1983) cites the
limitations inherent in cross-national comparisons
of academic standards.

Current Climate in West Virginia
The state of affairs in West Virginia’s schools

is truly reflective of the national situation.

The

entire school system is undergoing some dramatic changes,
broad in scope, which will serve to alter the very
fabric of education within the state.
The aforementioned changes have a legal basis

in a civil action suit filed by the parents of five
children who attended public schools in Lincoln County,

West Virginia; against the State Treasurer, State

Auditor, members of the West Virginia Board of Education
and the State Superintendent of Schools (see Pauley

et al. v. Kelly et al

1979).

The suit alleged that the system for financing

public schools in West Virginia violated the State
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Constitution by denying the plaintiffs the right to

a thorough and efficient education (as required by
Article XII t Section 1) and by denying*them equal
protection under the law.

The suit pointed in

particular to the markedly out-of-balance funding,

facilities, curricula and personnel in property
poor counties (p. 1).

Originally, the Kanawha County Circuit Court
dismissed the complaint and denied the plaintiffs'

motion for summary judgement.

In 1979, however, the

plaintiffs appealed and subsequently the decision

was reversed and the case was remanded for further

evidentiary development because "significant and farreaching public issues were involved" (p. 5).

On May 11, 1982, Judge Arthur Recht issued an
opinion that the state's system of financing schools
was indeed unconstitutional.

He further directed

that a master plan for a thorough and efficient system

of education be prepared.

A ninety-nine member advisory

committee was appointed to devise such a plan (Recht,
1983).
The West Virginia
in a high quality
for West Virginia
opportunities for
Equal educational

Board of Education believes
system of public education
and in equal educational
all public school students.
opportunities include, but

i
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are not limited to, comparably high quality
curricular programs/ school personnel, support
programs, facilities; and materials, supplies
and equipment. This master plan provides for
a thorough and efficient system of public
education in West Virginia and for equal
educational opportunities" (West Virginia
Board of Education/ 1983, p. 1).

So begins the 356-page Master Plan submitted

to the West Virginia Board of Education as an aid
to defining the requirements of a thorough and
efficient system of education as delineated in

Pauley v. Bailey.
A coalition of ninety-nine representatives from
both the public and private sectors, under the aegis

of the State Superintendent and the State Board of
Education, was brought together to offer ideas and

practices to serve as a guideline against which the
basic constitutional entitlements might be measured

(West Virginia Board of Education/ 1983).

The plan has been described by Judge Recht as
"a commendable document representing many hours of

intense labor... shaped to the contours of Pauley v.
Bailey with remarkable fidelity" (Recht, 1983, P.

3) .

It adopts a comprehensive description of
standards for a high quality system of education

1
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and is structured to address the critical deficiencies

requiring remediation in (1) establishing such standards
by using as a guide the four system components of

curriculum, personnel. facilities/ and materials and
equipment; and/

(2) the financing of a thorough and

efficient system of education.

The Master Plan is, in effect. a "blueprint for
legislative action” (p. 3) which recognizes the inequity
that permeates the entire financial structure currently

in existence which utilizes local excess levies.

In the concluding statements of the Master Plan,
it is referred to as a ’’road map to take public education

from where it is in 1982 to where it must be when
a high quality system of public education is provided”

(p. 356).

The programs to be implemented evolve around

state- and county-approved programs of study and specified
learning outcomes, guided by the principle that each

student will have the opportunity to achieve mastery
of these specified outcomes.

Fifty areas have been

identified from pre-K to adult including various subject
areas and support services (Master Plany 1983).
Learning outcomes are defined in the plan as

"the knowledge, skills and/or attitudes that a teacher

expects a student to acquire as a result of instruction
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within an area of study” (p. 349).

The plan utilizes

outcomes at four levels of student development:

(1)

early childhood/primary education (K-4); (2) middle

childhood/junior high school (5-8); (3) adolescent/
high school education (9-12); and.

(4) adult education.

Some standards necessary in the implementation
of the plan include instruction and administrative

practices; course offerings; amount of instructional

time; staffing requirements; student, staff, and program
evaluation; and community relations.

It also calls

for evaluation and classification of every public

school and for continuing accreditation of each county.
It is also noted that "in some ways, the timing
could not have been better.

West Virginia has a master

plan in place at a time when education is back on
the national agenda" (Truby, 1983, p. 284).

This is easily envisioned as an all-encompassing,
comprehensive plan for the change and improvement
of West Virginia's public school system.

It can not,

however, be implemented without the express co-operation
of the individual schools within the state.

Another, less obvious, change is taking place
in West Virginia.

It involves a subtle transformation

of the teaching profession within the state.

The

change is reflective of a change nationwide, but will

1
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have an even greater impact given the current situation
in the state.
The state’s teaching staff is older and more

experienced as is evidenced by the rise in median
age and years of experience over the last decade.
This indicates an increased demand for the principal

to stress staff development at the school level because
of the time elapsed since teachers’ pre-service training.
Lessened teacher mobility, increased awareness

of stress, emphasis on professional burnout and increased

demand for pupil performance all serve to emphasize

the need for development of existing staff (Matthews &

Holmes , 1982).
Werner (1982) reports that ’’the irony of the
problem, unfortunately, is that due to a sagging economy

and a trend toward rapidly-declining enrollment; teachers
are forced to hold jobs and stay in the same position

longer’’ (p. 13) which often serves to intensify
dissatisfaction.
This evidence, combined with declining population

figures, seems to indicate that although the legislative

and executive branches hold primary responsibility
for articulating and solving myriad problems raised

in Pauley v. Bailey, the ultimate challenges must

be faced by the local schools themselves.

With a
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fairly stable and tenured staff/ and little or no

growth in the student population/ the principal of

each school will need to utilize existing personnel
in enacting the necessary changes.

The Inevitability of Change in West Virginia

In 1963, Thomas identified six things that cause

change in schools:

dramatic events (Sputnik/ e.g.).

pronouncements of prestigious groups, discovery of
new materials and methods, legislative enactment.
changes in society itself, and world events.

If/

in fact, these are the major determinants of change
in the school setting, then there is but little doubt
that West Virginia’s schools are ripe for change.
The following corroborative examples are offered

here:

I.
DRAMATIC EVENTS, Although more subtle than
the launching of Sputnik, a dramatic event is shaping
the future of our country and its schools, and that
is the shift from an industrial society to an informational
society whose key resource is not capital but "know-how”
(see Naisbitt, 1982, e.g.).
11• PRONOUNCEMENTS OF PRESTIGIOUS GROUPS. There
is a wealth of supporting evidence for this change
indicator: e.g. reports from NCEE, Twentieth Century
Fund Task Force, Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement
of Teaching, Task Force on Education for Economic
Growth, and West Virginia’s Master Plan.
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III. DISCOVERY OF NEW MATERIALS/METHODS. Computerassisted instruction has brought more change and
controversy to the school curriculum than any
advancement in memorable history (e.g. Naisbitt, 1982).
IV. LEGISLATIVE ENACTMENT. In this genre, the
Recht Decision (1983) that led to the Master Plan
will have a profound effect on the state’s entire
school system.

V. CHANGES IN SOCIETY ITSELF. Naisbitt (1982)
outlines several broad societal^changes that are
occurring in America today which will eventually impact
the schools: major population shifts, changing from a
virtually self-sufficient economy to being part of
a global economy, and moving from centralized to
decentralized structures.
VI. WORLD EVENTS
EVENTS.. Much public concern is being
focused on the fact that other industrialized nations
are challenging, and in fact beginning to take over,
our once unchallenged position at the top in the
competitive international marketplace (e.g. Bell,
1983; Naisbitt, 1982).

Impact of Change on the Local School
That change is and will continue to be taking
place in the public schools is irrefragable.

Exactly

how these demands will be integrated as viable elements
of our school curricula is not clearly indicated.

Goodlad (1983b) charges the state with initial
responsibility for articulating the full range of
goals for the school, with dialogue at the district

level giving the required meaning and emphasis to be
placed on separate schools in light of local conditions.

L
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He sees as clearly implied in this process, a

substantial amount of leadership by each principal/
thus shifting the actual improvements from a state

or district level to the local school itself.

He

also suggests that the principal probably can do more

than any other individual to encourage and support
the kind of school-by-school reconstruction that is

needed (Goodlad, 1983b).

Lezotte (1982)/ in his recommendations for designing

school improvement initiative, places primary importance

in fixing the individual school as the strategic unit for
school improvement.

Central administration and boards

of education can be helpful by publicly supporting the

school’s initiatives, but in the end, it must be the

single school that implements its own improvement design.
One of Naisbitt's (1982) megatrends that is

applicable here is that in converting from centralized

to decentralized structures, local initiatives become
more important — the ability to get things done.
lies at this level.
In Hodgkinson’s (1982) assessment of what principals
can do to effectively manage schools in the decade

ahead, primary emphasis is placed upon the individual
school site as the focus of the efforts for educational

improvement and change.
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The Principalship

The Principal*s Role in Implementing Change
If, as is indicated, the responsibility for

implementing these called-for changes in our schools

rests primarily at the local school level; then the
principal will be the key change facilitator.

Hodgkinson (1982) sees the principal as the most
vital leader in the implementation of change.

Nicholson

and Tracy (1982), in a review of the literature on
the curricular change process/ suggest that the principal
is in a unique position to facilitate such change.
In a subsequent study of their own, Nicholson

and Tracy (1982) conclude that a distinct emphasis
must be placed on the principal’s involvement in the
change process, citing that the principal is frequently

by-passed in systemwide change or receives information
only as the teachers receive it.

They feel the principal

needs sufficient time and information regarding impending
change in order to pass through a personal adoption

process and thus effectively translate the change
to teachers.
The significance of a leader as the key factor

in the change process has been researched and analyzed
in many settings.

L

Klopf (1972), following the study
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of English Primary Schools, concluded that the head
of a school is the salient determinant of the quality

of the school.
The principal is portrayed as the chief accountable
change agent by Heichberger (1975) who indicates that

the principal must also be a participating member
of the instructional staff and a catalyst in initiating

any updating of current programs.

Other researchers also

indicate that the principal is the key to school climate
improvement and is the person most responsible and

accountable for it (see Clark, Lotto, & McCarthy/ 1980;

Mitchell & Hawley, 1972; Rosenblum & Jastrzab, 1980;

1979, e.g.).
Trump (1972) cites the leadership style and

educational know-how of the principal and assistant

principal as more vital than anything else in determining
the nature and extent of a school’s services.

"What

superintendents and teachers accomplish is restricted

or enhanced by what the principals do” (p. 3).

The

principal must take the lead in developing new patterns
for teaching and learning in the school.

Recent effective schools research also defines
the principal as a strong influence on the success
of a school.

"One of the most tangible and indispensable
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characteristics of effective schools is strong
administrative leadership, without which the disparate

elements of good schooling can neither be brought

together nor kept together" (Bossert et al., 1982, p. 2).
In the current climate of change, the assessment

of the quality of school programs focuses on "outputs

what pupils are learning and how they are progressing"

(W.C. Miller, 1976, p. 336).

This concern for

achievement (or lack of it) has led to a recent upsurge
in "effective schools research".
Studies of highly effective schools have indicated

that schools can make a difference and several factors
consistently emerge as characteristic of effective
schools:

(1) strong administrative leadership, (2) a

climate of high expectations,

(3) an orderly atmosphere

conducive to instruction, (4) precedence of basic
skills instruction over other school activities, and
(5) a system for monitoring student progress (see

Austin, 1979; Bossert et al., 1982; Clark et al.,
1980; Cohen, 1982; Cox, 1983; Curran, 1983; Edmonds,
1979a; Evans, 1983; Hager & Scarr, 1983; Hallinger

et al., 1983; Murphy & Pruyn, 1983; Sapone, 1983;
Sweeney, 1982b, e.g.).

Several large-scale studies have concluded in
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one way or another that administrative leadership

distinguishes successful schools from nonsuccessful

ones (see California State Department of Education,
1977; Ellis, 1975; Michigan Department of Education,
1976; Trisman, Waller & Wilder, 1975; Wellisch, Marcus,

MacQueen, & Duck, 1976).
Hager and Scarr (1983) identify five characteristics
of principals of effective schools:

(1) they run

the schools rather than allowing them to run by force
of habit, (2) they hold themselves and the school’s
staff personally accountable for student achievement,

(3) they understand educational programs inside and
out,

(4) they are highly visible in classrooms and

hallways, and (5) they set the tone of high expectancies
for staff and students.

The Principal's Changing Job Role

In the four decades that administration has been
recognized as a discipline apart from teaching, the

role of the principal has undergone many redefinitions
(Kellams, 1979).

To complicate matters further, each

new role did not replace the last; but, was added

on until the principalship resembled a jack-of-all-

trades position.
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The role of the principal gradually emerged as
schools became larger and the need appeared for someone
at the building level to co-ordinate the management

function of the school.

Originally, the position

was relatively autonomous but as the bureaucracy of

the school developed, that autonomy declined (Houts,
1969).

In the 1940s, the principal was looked upon as
the instructional leader of the school, a teacher

educator who shared authority and generally co-ordinated
the various programs of the school (Langfitt, 1949).

Gradually, managerial functions took precedence

over instruction.

The principal became the leader

and took over the jobs of scheduling, co-ordinating
student activities, attendance, discipline, guidance,

etc.

(Romine, 1950).

Role definition continued to become more complicated
as s/he became group leader, social engineer, change
facilitator, public relations manager, salesperson,

communicator, politician, technician, racial integrator,

The legal authority of the principal began to

etc.

be tested legally as early as the 1950s (Kellams,
1979).
The conflict between the managerial and instructional
roles continued to widen.

L

"Roles began to blend with
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roles, with precise identification becoming more difficult”

(Kellams, 1979, p. 93).
Sweeney (1982a) attributes this characteristic

"wearing of all hats" to the 1960s and 1970s when

the principal began to create "an illusion of
responsiveness to every person, pressure group, and idea

that demanded to be heard" (p. 204).

This necessitated

the fragmentation of the principal’s job until it was
nearly impossible to perform.
There is danger of that problem worsening today

as principals again are facing new and complex issues

and responsibilities which increasingly defy solutions

from the past (Hager & Scarr, 1983).
Current literature on the principal’s role focuses
heavily on the instructional leadership of the principal
as well as the renascent role of staff development

leader.

In fact, in effective schools, the principal

is perceived as primarily a strong instructional leader

(Bossert et al., 1982; Edmonds, 1979a; Hallinger et

al., 1983; Hord & Thurber, 1982; W.C. Miller, 1976;
Sweeney, 1982a; Wellisch, MacQueen, Carriere, & Duck,
1978) .

Fallon (1979) states that the instructional

leadership role of the principal is "but a myth —
that in addition to the preoccupation with scheduling,
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irate parents, drug problems/ litigation/ dress codes/

vandalism...the activity program/ athletics and all
the rest; why would s/he want to embark on the choppy

seas of instructional leadership when the waves are
already twenty feet high and bearing down?” (p. 70).

Greenfield (1982) agrees that there are many

conceptions of the role of the principal.

S/he must

juggle many different demands if s/he is to be effective/

but the skewing of attention is toward organizational
maintenance.

Increased emphasis has been placed most recently

on staff development as a component of the principal’s
job in the 1980s.

Rogus (1983) sees this as imperative

considering the status of today’s job market for teachers.

There is limited teacher turnover and increased pressure
for accountability from every direction.

He defines

staff development as "activities designed to promote
staff growth and renewal" (p. 9).

Huge (1977) cites the characteristics of principals
who are effective staff development leaders as:

knowing

the staff members' strengths and weaknesses/ investing
time in assisting teachers in setting job targets.

recognizing that change is not an easy process and
that not all people change at the same rate, and being
a good listener and a good time manager.

I
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Dale (1982) defines staff development as the

"totality of educational and personal experiences
that contribute toward an individual’s being more
competent and satisfied in an assigned professional

A staff development program should

role" (p. 40).
include:

inservice education/ organization development.

consultation, communication and co-ordination, leadership
and evaluation.

McLaughlin and Marsh (1978) indicate that staff
development has indeed moved to center stage and they
cite the reason for this renewed attention:

"...the

current interest in staff development is that last

decade’s period of unprecedented growth has been

followed by an equally dramatic decline in pupil
enrollment" (p. 69).

This leaves the market for new teachers practically
nonexistent .

For the first time in many years, local

districts find themselves with a stable, tenured staff.
Focus must shift from pre-service to inservice training.

No longer are there numbers of newly hired teachers
to bring new ideas into the classroom.

Upgrading

the skills of existent staff is the new priority of

school principals.
The increasing importance placed on the staff

development role seems to be congruent with the changes

r
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taking place in the school itself and in the composition
of the teaching staff.

The Development of Theory in Education Administration
Organizational Theory
The systematic study of management dates back

to the latter part of the nineteenth century.

The

earliest view of administration was that it was
intended to maximize the output of the workers in

an industrial organization by applying the principles
of scientific management (Strauss, Miles, Snow, &

Tannenbaum, 1976).
The most noted proponent of this theory was Taylor.

As early as the turn of the century, he undertook
what he termed the analysis of the administrative

process in order to attain the objectives of the

organization expeditiously (Getzels, Lipham, & Campbell,

1968).
In his Principles of Scientific Management, Taylor

(1911) espoused the idea that excellence in management
resides in knowing exactly what one wants men to do
and seeing that they do it in the best and cheapest
manner.

Whereas, in the past, man had been the first

consideration; in the future, the system would be first.
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Taylor pointed out that (1) the whole country

suffers from inefficiency/ (2) the remedy for inefficiency
lies in systematic management, and (3) the best management

is scientific management resting upon clearly defined
laws, rules and principles.
Scientific management’s strengths lie in developing
a science for each element of a man’s work; careful

selection, training and development of the worker
(previously, he had chosen his own work and trained

himself the best he could); and equal division of
work and responsibility between management and workers

Taylor also advocated time and motion studies to eliminate
all unnecessary motions from the worker’s task to

ensure maximum efficiency (Taylor, 1911).

The work of Weber, a German sociologist, ran

chronologically parallel to that of Taylor.

He described

the benefits of organizations built around clearly

defined positions to which people were promoted based
on merit.

Subordinates would be governed by defined

policies, procedures and rules.

Weber’s (1947) ideal

bureaucracy would be impersonal, efficient and equitable.
Other management theorists attempted to develop
rational principles by which organizations could be

guided.

Fayol (1930) applied scientific principles

to the managerial level of the administrative hierarchy;
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and Gulick analyzed the administrative function/ not

in industry/ but in the office of the President of
the United States (see Gulick & Urwick, 1937).

Gulick described the work of an administrator
as consisting of planning, organizing, staffing,
directing, co-ordinating, reporting and budgeting

(POSDCoRB).

Scientific management was first applied

to education in 1913 by Bobbitt in a study of the
management of city school systems and Cubberly (1916)
in an early text entitled Public School Administration.

It became increasingly evident that this management

approach was somewhat one-sided.

Leavitt (1972) terms

it "organizations without people”, since it paid
relatively little attention to the questions of human

needs, motivation (other than economic) and emotions.

Although Taylor’s work "remains a monument to the
idea that administration can be studied systematically”
(Getzels et al., 1968, p. 25), from a later perspective

he seems to have taken a very restricted view of
administrative behavior.
This early view encouraged fragmentation of the

administrative function into separate tasks and it

focused on organizational/institutional requirements

to the neglect of interpersonal/human elements.

"It

was inevitable that there would be a reaction, perhaps
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an overreaction, against (what was perceived as) a

one-sided view” (Getzels et al.r P- 30) .
By the early twenties, managers were pointing

to what they perceived as signs of work rebellion
against the standardization and impersonalization

that was occurring in the workplace.

They felt

organizations had lost sight of human needs (see
Douglas & Kornhauser, 1922; Tead & Metcalf, 1920).

An early champion of the human relations point

of view in administration was Follett (1941).

Her

contention was that the major problem of any organization
is building and maintaining dynamic/ harmonious human
relations.

The underlying strategy of an effective

organization is co-operation and co-ordination (see

Metcalf & Urwick, 1940).
Empirical data to support this point of view
was soon forthcoming in the "Hawthorne Studies"

performed by Mayo, Roethlisberger and Dickson.
Between 1923 and 1932, they performed a series of

experiments at a Western Electric Company Plant.

They undertook a scientific study of working
conditions and discovered that whatever environmental

factor was changed (illumination, rest periods, length
of day, method of pay, etc.), production and satisfaction

increased and attention improved (Mayo, 1933).

They
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concluded that it was the change in the social situation
itself that caused the improvements.

Mayo (1933) cited the central finding as follows:
an adequate personnel administration in any industrial

organization should fulfill two conditions.

First f

management should introduce into the organization

an explicit skill of diagnosing human relations.
Second, by means of this skill, management should

commit itself to the continuous process of studying
human situation (individual and group) and should

run its human affairs in terms of what is continually
learned about the organization.

Although the human relations approach was hailed

as a revolt against scientific management, it really
challenged none of its basic tenets.

Rather, it accepted

the existing bureaucratic structure and sought to

humanize it (Strauss et al., 1976).

By the late 1950s, the human relations approach
was also being looked upon as too simplistic to solve

organizational problems that were emerging, such as

what psychologists termed satisfaction of higher order
needs calling for "challenge and self-actualization"

on the job (Strauss et al., p. 6).
What happened next might best be represented

by an Hegelian analogy:

scientific management
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represents the thesisr human relations the antithesis

and the emerging organizational behavior approach
the synthesis of the two opposing views.
Organizational behavior concerned itself with
both the organization and the people inhabiting that

organization (Strauss et al., 1976).

Perhaps the

roots of this approach lie in Barnard's 1938 Functions

of the Executive.

In discussing the organization

he distinguishes between effectiveness and efficiency.
An organization's effectiveness is characterized

by the accomplishment of co-operative purposes and
is essentially nonpersonal in character.

Efficiency,

on the other hand, is the satisfaction of the
individual's motives which is personal in character.

Thus, co-operation in an organization depends on both
effectiveness and efficiency (Barnard, 1938).

Ultimately, Barnard’s work serves to provide
a heuristic framework for the study of administrative

behavior and puts the technical view of administration
(i.e. Taylor et al.) and the human relations view
(i.e. Mayo et al.) into alignment.
In contrast to Weber's bureaucracy, Parsons (1951)

developed a general theory of social action which
encompassed individual, group, institutional and societal

behavior.

From this perspective, the basic unit

i
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of administrative analysis is the social system (i.e.

the administrator always functions within a network
of social relationships and this network becomes a

crucial factor in the administrative process).

See

Getzels et al., 1968.

The emerging definition of administration is
that (1) structurally, it is a hierarchy of

superordinate-subordinate relationships within a social
system;

(2) functionally, this hierarchy of relationships

is the locus for allocating and integrating roles
and facilities in order to achieve the system’s goals;
and (3) operationally, the administrative process

takes place in situations involving person-to-person

interaction (Getzels et al., 1968, p. 52).

In any social system, there is the intrinsic
presence of both the individual and the institution.

Based on Parson’s earlier work, Getzels and Guba (1957)
developed a conceptual model for explaining social

behavior.

They perceived the organization as a social

system.
For purposes of analysis, the social system involves

two classes of independent yet interactive phenomena:

institutions and individuals.

The institution consists

of certain roles and expectations about those roles

and constitutes the nomothetic or normative dimension
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of their model.
The individuals have certain personalities and
need-dispositions and constitute the idiographic or

personal dimension of the model.

These dimensions

correspond closely to Barnard’s effectiveness
(normative) and efficiency (idiographic).

The model

also utilizes Parson’s two dimensions for analyzing

human behavior:

motivational forces (idiographic

axis) and the situation (nomothetic axis)•
Getzels and Guba point out that ”in order to

truly understand the nature of the observed behavior
and to be able to predict and control it, one must

understand the nature and relationships of those
elements” (p. 424).

Their general model (though it

has since been modified) can be represented as
shown in Figure 1.

Institution

Role

y Role Expectation
Observed
Behavior

Social
System

Figure 1.

Social Systems Model (Getzels & Guba,
1957, p. 429).

i
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Each term in the diagram is the analytic unit

for the preceding term (e.g. social system is defined
by its institutions, each institution by its constituent

roles, and each role by the expectations attached

to it) .
Drawing on Lewin*s (1935) work, the general equation
explaining patterns of behavior is B = f(RxP).

Behavior

is a function of the interaction of role and personality

(Getzels & Guba, p. 429).

Maslow’s (1954) hierarchy of needs is alluded
to in this model, also.

He viewed human needs as

being organized hierarchically, thus giving the

personality a structure (Lipham & Hoeh, 1974).

This

hierarchy that Maslow developed includes such needs
as: physiological, safety/security, love/affiliation,

esteem, knowledge/understanding and self-actualization.
Satisfied needs do not motivate and unsatisfied needs

drive people toward achievement.

Needs that are present

in an individual determine how he reacts to the

organization (Maslow, 1954).
Another social scientist, McGregor (1960),

reconceptualizes the bipolarity of organizational-

individual relationships in his two theories of
management:

Theory X and Theory Y.

The basic

assumptions underlying Theory X are that workers
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dislike work and wish to avoid responsibility.

This

position aligns itself with Taylor’s scientific management

theory and calls for for an autocratic type of supervision.
In contradistinction, is Theory Y.

It views

workers as having a natural need to perform, achieve

and be responsible.

Theory Y supervision would stress

democratic procedures and participative decision-making

(McGregor, 1960).

More recently, the literature relates the Japanese

approach to management embodied in Theory Z.

One

proponent, Ouchi (1982), describes the model which
is based on four interdependent characteristics:

1) commitment to an overall organizational
philosophy
2) emphasis on long-term developmental activities
3) trust (every member shares compatible goals
4) participative decision-making (yields more
creative decisions and more efficient
implementation)
No organization exists in a vacuum; and recently

there has emerged still another body of theory and
research which examines various linkages between the

organization, its environment and technologies.

Environmental factors such as societal and family
practices have an impact on the beliefs individuals
bring into the organization; and, the goals and tasks

of the organization are influenced by environmental
factors.
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This contingency approach recognizes the variability
among individuals and situations.

It takes into account

the synergistic relationship among the people and
various organizational variables; and realizes that

it is precisely this relationship which ultimately
determines organizational outcomes (Strauss et al. ,
1976).

Leadership Theory

With the ever-changing view of the organization/

comes a similar chronology of leadership theories
to serve the various interpretations of the organization.

Fiedler and Chemers (1974) state that "although the

terms leader and leadership are freely used in the
literature...there is a great deal of misunderstanding
of what we really mean by them" (p. 3).
Bennis (1959) observes:

"Of all the hazy and

confounding areas in social psychology, leadership
theory undoubtedly contends for top nomination and
ironically, probably more has been written and less

is known about leadership than any other topic in

the behavioral sciences" (pp. 259-260).

This sentiment

is echoed by Stogdill (1974) and McCall (1978) as
well.
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In fact, the greatest difficulty in evaluating
leadership research is the plethora of definitions
of leadership in existence.

Any discussion of research

findings about leadership as they appear in the literature

must be implicitly bound by the realization that the
researchers t in fact, may not have been examining
the same phenomenon (Stout & Briner, 1969).

Morphet, Johns and Reller (1974, p. 128) define
leadership as the ’’influencing of the actions, behaviors,
beliefs, and feelings of one actor in a social system

by another actor, with the willing co-operation of
the actor being influenced.”

Campbell, Corbally and Ramseyer (1966) see
leadership as initiating a new structure or process

for accomplishing an organization’s goals and objectives,
or for changing those goals and objectives.

Emphasis

here is clearly focused on the initiation of change

within the organization, i.e. a disruption of the
existing state of affairs.

Leaders then, are seen

as powerful agents for change.
There appears to some rapprochement among current

writers on the definition of leadership (e.g. Hersey &
Blanchard, 1976; Jacobsen, 1980) in saying that leadership

is the process of influencing the activities of an
individual or group in efforts toward goal achievement
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in a given situation.

This is the definition adopted

by this researcher.

Effective leadership has been defined by Yuki
(1982) as subordinate commitment to task objectives,

subordinate satisfaction with the leader, and success

of the group in performing its mission and attaining
its objectives.

Synthesizing the findings of other recent research
(Blumberg & Greenfield, 1980; Edmonds, 1979a; Huge,

1977; Washington, 1979) produces a relatively consistent
list of indicators of effective leadership.

leader:

The effective

(1) takes initiative, (2) involves input

in the decision-making process from those affected
by the decisions, (3) demonstrates consideration for
co-workers,

(4) communicates openly and encourages

others to do so,

(5) establishes and maintains well-

defined structure, and (6) demonstrates and communicates
high expectations for self and others.
Leadership style has been defined by Hersey and

Blanchard (1981, p. 34) as ”a constant pattern of

behavior which the leader exhibits, as perceived by
others, when s/he is attempting to influence the
activities of the group”; and, by Hollander (1978)
as leader characteristics which are typical across

situations, but cannot be divorced from the situation
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and what it requires.

In developing a chronology of the major leadership
theories, as expressed within the context of

organizational behavior, some caveats may be appropriate.

Outlining trends which have no precise benchmarks
and which change continually, poses a difficult problem

(Bennis, 1959).

No attempt will be made here to date

the periods precisely.

In viewing the sequence of

trends in leadership, one notices the tendency of
one theory to blend in part with subsequent ones rather

than being completely supplanted by them.

This failure

to delineate between trends poses an additional problem.

Most of leadership research comes from military
and industrial studies and as a result of these studies,

several theories of leadership have developed (Hollander,
1978).

Lipham and Hoeh (1974) group the analyses

of leadership into three categories:

sociological, and behavioral.

psychological,

The psychological

approach to the study of leadership is based on the
common assumption that an individual’s behavior is
determined in part by his unique personality structure.

In fact, the earliest studies of leadership focused

on the traits of the leader — attempts to identify

common characteristics of good leaders.

Dominating

this approach are the great man theories which hold
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that leaders are basically different from others.

i.e. they are ’’born, not made” (see Carlyle, 1910;
Galton, 1869); and trait theories that look at leadership
in terms of personality and character traits (Drake,

1944; Hollander, 1978; Myers, 1954; Smith & Krueger,
1933).

The consistent failure to find a generalized
personality syndrome typical of leaders across leadership

settings led to the realization that psychological
factors were not entirely sufficient to account for

leadership phenomena (Jennings, 1961; Lipham & Hoeh,
1974; Stogdill, 1948).
Since psychological traits seemed insufficient

to account for leadership phenomena, there was a de
emphasis on personal characteristics and the focus

shifted to analyses of the roles and relationships

of the group.
Researchers attempted to isolate specific properties
of situations that might have relevance for leader

behavior.

Early theories in this area maintain that

leadership is determined less by the individual’s

characteristics than by the requirements of the social

system.
Guetzkow’s (1951) investigation of decision-making

conferences and Katz, Maccoby and Morse’s (1950) study

t

60

of group production indicated that there are many
differences among groups that are important to the
leader.

Hemphill (1949) conducted extensive research

in this area and identified two dimensions that correlated
with leadership adequacy:

group cohesion and group

satisfaction.
It soon became evident that analyzing leadership

in terms of situational factors alone was also inadequate.

Realizing the limitations of these two narrow viewpoints/
a more recent study of leadership analyzes it in terms
of both the personal (psychological) and situational

(sociological) variables (Strauss et al., 1976).

This research focuses on leader-in-situation, realizing
that the two are inextricably bound to one another.

This contingency approach is essentially a merger
of earlier trait and situational theories.

It attempts

to predict which type of leader will be effective
in different types of situations.

Since no single trait had identified good leaders
or predicted their effectiveness, then perhaps a
particular leadership style makes organizations effective.
Style focuses more on what the leader does than what

he is, per se (Fiedler & Chemers, 1974).

The underlying

assumption in early studies in this area was that
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there exists one ideal or "best style" of leadership

behavior•
One of the most famous studies of leadership
styles was conducted in 1939 by Lewin, Lippitt and

White.

Leaders of boys’ clubs were trained in one

of three leadership styles:

and laissez-faire.

democratic, autocratic

The groups with the democratic

leaders were the most satisfied and functioned in
the most orderly and positive manner.
Two other experimental studies, one by Morse

and Reimer (1956) and another by Campion (1968),
compared a hierarchical (highly structured)

supervision program with a democratic (participative)

program.

Differences were relatively small in both

cases.

Haythorn (1956) and Vroom (1959) indicated that
employee characteristics determine, in part, which

leadership style is most effective.

Likert (1961)

concluded that a greater degree of participative

management would develop a supportive situation in
which employees would be highly motivated.

The pivotal research in the area of overall
organizational climate began in the 1940s at both

the University of Michigan and Ohio State University.

Prior to these studies, the primary leadership focus

i •
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had been on attitudes with respect to people v. attitudes

with respect to productivity.

Questions were then

raised as to whether leadership should be measured
along a single continuum with employee-centered style

at one end and task-centered (productivity) at the

other — or was each a separate dimension? Were these
the only important variables to be consideredf or

were there others?

These and similar concerns ignited

much new research in the area of leadership.
Barnard (1938) had first distinguished between
the two ideas in his analysis of the effectiveness

and efficiency of co-operative action.

In the Michigan Studies/ Likert (1961) compared
employee-centered and job-centered styles and found
that leaders who were employee-centered generally

led work groups with greater productivity and greater
employee satisfaction.

In 1966, Bowers and Seashore introduced a four-factor
theory which implied that an effective supervisor

provided psychological support, stressed group achievement/
facilitated interaction and provided resources.

This was consistent with Likert’s (1966) "System
I-IV" conceptualization where leadership styles ranged

from Style I (exploitive-authoritarian)/ which was
based on Theory X assumptions about human nature —

i
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e.g* little mutual trust between superiors and subordinates,
to Style IV (participative)/ which was based on Theory

Y assumptions — e.g. supportive leadership and highly
The four groups classified both

motivated employees.

the supervisory context and the leadership style on

a single continuum.

Recent ratings of school excellence

and effectiveness have been associated with Likert’s

Participative System (Hoy & Miskel/ 1982).

The Ohio State Studies (Stogdill & Coons, 1957)
attempted to develop a theory based on many observations
of the leadership function.

Ultimately/ two primary

components of leadership were identified:

consideration

(feeling of warmth and trust in the superior/subordinate

relationship) and initiating structure (emphasis on
goals and production).
These two dimensions were originally delineated

by Halpin and Winer's statistical analyses of 1500

responses to Hemphill and Coons’ Leader Behavior Description
Questionnaire (LBDQ).

See Stogdill and Coonsz 1957.

The LBDQ has subsequently been refined by Halpin

and Winer (1952) and Stogdill (1963).

Consideration

and initiating structure have a discernible relationship

to the employee-centered and job-centered behavior
described by Likert et al.
A review of the research shows that most perceptions
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of leadership support at least two distinct types.

In fact, the literature consistently identifies two
general categories of leader behavior, one concerned
with organizational goals and the other concerned
with people and interpersonal relationships.

This bipolar conceptualization of leadership
concerns has been variously labeled:

democratic/

autocratic (Lewin et al., 1939), group maintenance/
goal achievement (Cartwright & Zander, 1953),

consideration/initiating structure (Stogdill & Coons,
1957), idiographic/nomothetic (Getzels & Guba, 1957),

employee-centered/production-centered (Likert, 1961),

concern for people/concern for production (Blake &

Mouton, 1964), relationship/task (Hersey & Blanchard,
1976), etc.

The fact that there is such a profusion

of labels for the same basic delineation of

organizational and personal leadership concerns,

illustrates the difficulty of arriving at a clear
definition of leadership.

Similar studies at the Midwest Administration
Center at the University of Chicago, revealed that
initiating structure and consideration are interactive.
In terms of social systems theory, the Chicago studies

built on Getzels and Guba’s model and identified three

styles of leadership.

The nomothetic style emphasizes
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the normative dimension of behavior — the requirements
of the institution^ the role and the expectations.

The idiographic style stresses personal dimensions
of behavior — the requirements of the individual/

the personality and need-dispositions.

The transactional

approach moves from one style to another depending

upon the circumstances (Lipham & Hoehz 1974).
An early study in this area by Moser (1957) examined

the leadership behavior of principals.

He interviewed

school superintendents and principals in twelve school
systems.

Findings were that teachers and superintendents

have markedly different leadership expectations for

the principal and the principal’s behavior varies

depending on whether s/he is interacting with superiors
or subordinates.

With superiors s/he stressed nomothetic

behaviors and with subordinates s/he stressed idiographic
behaviors.

Blake and Mouton (1964) developed The Managerial
Grid/ which argued that the two styles are not mutually
exclusive, but rather can be plotte'd separately on

two independent scales ranging from one to nine.

Either dimension can be high or low in various

combinations.
A profusion of other models have been developed

in recent years.

It is beyond the scope of this paper
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to deal with each in detail.

For example, House’s

(1971) Path-Goal Theory of Leadership (first proposed
by M.G. Evans in 1970); Fiedler’s (1972) Contingency
Model; Vroom and Yetton's (1973) Normative Model of
Participation; Osborne and Hunt’s (1974) Adaptive-

Reactive Theory; Hersey and Blanchard’s (1976)

Situational Leadership Theory; House’s (1977)
Charismatic Leadership Theory; Kerr and Jermier’s (1978)

Substitute for Leadership Theory; and Yuki1s (1981)
Multiple Linkage Model of Leader Effectiveness all
include situational variables; though the number and
type vary for each theory.

Other theories which have been popular in the
study of leadership include social exchange theories

which postulate an exchange of rewards between leaders

and followers in legitimizing the leadership role.
Homans (1961) illustrated this concept in his statement

that ’’influence over others is purchased at the price
of allowing one’s self to be influenced by others”

(p. 286).
Emergent literature points to the formulation

of a humanistic leadership model.

It is based on

several basic premises, including:
(1) decision-making patterns must have the basic
interest of the organization at heart
(2) policies must be applied equitably
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(3) decision-making patterns which decentralize
authority to the level of primary function lead toward
fulfillment of organizational goals
(4) any organizational pattern which requires
decision-making at each administrative level will
lead toward fulfillment of organizational goals by
developing human potential
(5) any decision-making pattern which encourages
participation and promotion of line and staff without
favoritism or discrimination will lead toward fulfillment
of organizational goals (Eagleton & Cogdell, 1980)
The clearly dominant trend in recent years has
been toward the development of situational, contingency.
transformational and transactional theories which

are concerned with how leader behavior is enhanced

or restricted by various aspects of the situation
(Yuki, 1982).

Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1958) concluded that
the successful leader is able to direct, if direction
is needed and is able to provide participative freedom
if such freedom is called for.

They viewed the successful

educational administrator as neither strong nor permissive

per se; rather as able to maintain a "high batting

average" by accurately assessing situational forces,

determining what the most appropriate behavior at
any given time should be and behaving accordingly.
Fiedler (1967) also made theoretical and empirical
contributions with his contingency model.

He indicates

that leadership style in a particular situation is
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a function of leader-member relations, task structure
and position power.

The combination of these variables

determines the ’’favorableness” of the situation.

Style here is based on a measure called "Least Preferred

Co-worker” (LPC).

Some inconsistent evidence regarding

the use of the LPC has been noted (see Graen, Alvares,
Orris, & Martella, 1970; Reilly, 1968; Sashkin, 1972;
Strauss et al., 1976).

Hersey and Blanchard (1982) developed a theory
in the early 1970s to explain leader effectiveness
in terms of the situational variable of subordinate

maturity and two aspects of leadership behavior —

task behavior and relationship behavior.

Task behavior

corresponds to Ohio State’s initiating structure and
relationship behavior corresponds to consideration.

They note that for some time it had been believed
that task and relationship were either/or styles of
leader behavior and could be depicted on one continuum

moving from very authoritative (high task) to very
democratic (high relationship).

In general, this

two-style continuum has been abandoned in favor of
a double-axis, quadrant view of styles containing

four general leadership styles.
Accordingly, one’s leadership style involves

some combinations of these two behaviors, as illustrated
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in Figure 2:
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Basic leader behavior styles (Hersey &
Blanchard, 1982, p. 96).

Reddin (1970) further refined this model by adding

an effectiveness dimension.

It is his 3-D Management

Style Theory that forms the basis for Hersey and Blanchard’s

Tri-Dimensional Leader Effectiveness Model (see Figure

3) .

Their model integrates leadership style with the

situation in which the leadership occurs to produce
a measure of effectiveness.

The focus of the model

is on the interplay among the amount of direction

(task behavior) provided by the leader, the amount
of socio-emotional support (relationship behavior)

provided by the leader and the task-specific maturity
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displayed by the follower(s)•

Essentially, their model proposes that as the
level of maturity of the followers increases in relation
to a specific task, the leader should begin to reduce

task behavior and increase relationship behavior to
a point when the followers exhibit a moderate level

of maturity.

Then it becomes appropriate for the

leader to decrease both task and relationship behaviors.

As a high level of maturity is reached, Hersey and
Blanchard feel that not only can the followers provide
their own direction, but they are also able to provide

’'strokes" or reinforcement for themselves and no longer

need a great deal of socio-emotional support from
the leader.

Mature followers see this increase in

delegation by the leader as an indication of trust

and confidence in their abilities.

This concept is

illustrated in Figure 4.
Hersey and Blanchard's Situational Leadership

Theory emphasizes the need for a leader to adapt his/her
behavior to the situation.

This emphasis on flexible,

adaptive leader behavior is a positive contribution
to the field, according to Yuki (1982).
They also make the point that even though a
particular style of leadership seems appropriate in

a given situation, it will only be effective if the
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Situational leadership (Hersey &
Blanchard, 1982, p. 248).

leader has sufficient skill in using that particular

behavior.
Hersey and Blanchard’s theory supports the concept
of adaptive leader behavior as being most effective

in reaching both personal and organizational goals
(Thomas , 1983).

This differs from other situational

proponents such as Fiedler, who support the idea of
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matching leadership style with the situationr but
do not promote teaching leaders to be adaptive in

differing situations.
Note:

For purposes of this study the researcher will
be utilizing only that portion of Hersey and
Blanchard’s model dealing with identifying
leadership styles. For a more detailed
discussion of their model in its entirety/
see Paul Hersey and Ken Blanchard’s Management
of Organizational Behavior; Utilizing Human
Resources (4th Edition)/ Prentice-Hall/ 198'2.

The ’’one best style” v. ’’situational” controversy
pendulum seems currently to be swinging toward

situationalism.

Beginning with the Ohio State Studies,

no dominant style has ever appeared.

Instead/ various

combinations are apparent (Hersey & Blanchard/ 1982).
Zigarmi (1981) also maintains that there is no best
style of leadership that will succeed in every type
of situation.

Successful leaders adapt their leader

behavior to the needs of their followers.
Walter/ Caldwell and Marshall (1980) assert that
the bulk of the evidence shows that no one style or

type of leadership is consistently more effective
than another.

Situational theories seem more adequate

in explaining the variety of styles exhibited/ even
by a single leader.

An extensive search of the literature

shows no universally accepted style of leadership

despite numerous research efforts to determine such
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a style.

Even though no dominant style emerged in

Hersey and Blanchard’s research, the four style
combinations were equally effective under the
appropriate circumstances.
Walter, Caldwell and Marshall’s (1980) preliminary
findings provide support for the situational leadership

theory, i.e. they found flexible and balanced use
of task and relationship behaviors and found that

balance "beneficial for both organizational productivity

and personal satisfaction” (p. 621).

Sexton and Switzer (1977) agree that there is
no categorically correct style.

Instead the leader

should know which style is applicable in a particular

situation and should draw from both poles.
There is some criticism of the situational models

in general.

Sergiovanni (1979) feels the approach

falls short by oversimplifying the situational constructs

that must be considered and by overestimating the

leader’s ability to adust styles at will.
Huckaby (1980) expresses similar doubts about

situational models such as those forwarded by Hersey
and Blanchard and Fiedler.

He feels they are too

simplistic to adequately explain leadership behavior.

He views the personal values of the leader, the leader's
knowledge of various approaches that might be employed,
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his/her own skill in adopting various approaches and

his/her accurate perception of the situation as
additional factors which must be taken into

consideration.

In reviewing the theoretical bases which are
being dealt with in this study, one finds that though

a great deal of research has been done in the area

of organizational management/leadership, much of it
was conducted in the area of business and government
(Campbell et al., 1966; Thomas, 1983; Yuki, 1982).

Many researchers feel that all results of this research
are not necessarily applicable to education because

education administration is a special case.
The uniqueness of education is illustrated by
several points:

(1) nearly every societal group feels

it has a right to influence the progress of education;

(2) the evaluation of results in the educational milieu
is difficult (business can use sales or productivity,

military objectives are definable and achievement
of them is easy to ascertain) and with the diverse,

confusing and often incompatible objectives for schools,

it is hard to tell when they have been met; (3) the

’’raw materials" of education are different — pupils,

unlike nuts and bolts, talk back and report to the
public; (4) schools are highly visible and accessible
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and make good media copy? and (5) in the selection
of educational administrators, "matters quite extraneous

to competence are often major factors n (Campbell et
al. ,

1966, P.

168) .

Findings in leadership research are contradictory,
at best, and in view of these considerations, there
is still a need for generalized research in the area

of education administration.

Job Satisfaction Research

Recent years have witnessed the resurrection
of the issue of work satisfaction.

Once again, the

personality v. organization conflict arises.

It is

implicit in the early work of Allport (1937), Maslow
(1954), Argyris (1957) and McGregor (1960); and it

suggests that workers will be frustrated in traditionally

structured jobs, especially in industry (Strauss et

al., 1976).
There is an extensive theoretical base to support
work in this area also.

Maslow’s (1954) hierarchy

of needs re-emerges as important.

His thesis maintains

that as lower-order needs are satisfied, higher-order

needs appear and they appear in an orderly, predictable

manner.

Workers aspire to ascend the needs ladder

■
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as each successive need is satisfied.

Satisfied needs do not motivate, but unsatisfied
ones do.

Stated in another manner, once basic extrinsic

needs are satisfied, intrinsic needs assume a greater

importance (Strauss et al., 1976).
Many organizations fail to recognize this and

follow instead, McGregor’s Theory X, assuming workers

dislike work and wish to avoid responsibility.

Often,

work is structured in such a fashion that the individual
is condemned to isolation, dependence and the minimal

use of his abilities (Strauss et al., 1976).
Theory Y organizations operate on the assumption

that people like to work, want to achieve, are proud
of their talents and want to see them utilized.

To

adhere to this theory, management should create working

conditions where workers have an opportunity to express
their ideas and make the most of their talents (Brodinsky
etal., 1983).
Ouchi’s (1982) view of Theory Z recognizes a

participative management style which is closely related
to morale, motivation, and effectiveness.
Herzberg (1964) also made a valuable contribution

in his Motivation-Hygiene Theory.

He studied job

attitudes and motivation; and, contrary to the basic
assumptions at the time, asserted that two separate
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and distinct sets of factors account for worker satisfaction
(motivation) and dissatisfaction (hygiene).

He distinguished between factors which are intrinsic
to the job and those which surround or are extrinsic

to the job.

Intrinsic factors serve as motivators

or satisfiers. are tied to work content, and include:
achievement, recognition for achievement, growth,
advancementr and intrinsic interest in the work itself.

Extrinsic factors account for job dissatisfaction.

are called hygiene factors, and concern the worker's
relationship to the content of the job.

They include

matters of company policy, administration, supervision,
interpersonal relationships, working conditions, salary,
status and security.

If these needs are met,

dissatisfaction can be avoided; but, providing more

of these does not bring happiness, satisfaction or

motivation (Erase, Hetzel, & Grant, 1982).
Others have pointed to possible benefits accruing
from positive superordinate-subordinate relationships.
Fiedler (1967) suggested that a leader who is liked

and trusted by his followers will find it easier to
make his influence known.
Blake and Mouton's (1964) Managerial Grid indicates

that positive relations will effectively motivate
subordinates when they also believe they are expected
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to be productive.

Vroom * s (1964) Expectancy Theory

supports the fact that individuals select jobsr courses

and occupations on the basis of the perceived
attractiveness of the indirect outcomes.

Vroom (1964) and Galbraith and Cummings (1967)
indicate that the perceived probability of success
has an effect on the amount of effort exerted by an
individual in performing a task.

Attitudes of the teacher toward the principal

and the principal’s expectations in terms of productivity

are aspects of teacher motivation/ according to Matthews
and Holmes (1982).

Lawler and Porter (1967) cite

the value of rewards and the perceived problem that

rewards depend upon effort determine how hard a person
will work at his job.

Matthews and Brown (1976) devised a model indicating
that the principal is able to influence teacher motivation

in three critical areas:

attitude toward the principal/

perception of the principal’s expectations for improving

student achievement/ and perceptions of problems and

success in improving student achievement.
It is evident that various researchers have chosen
different ways of measuring job satisfaction.

If

measuring satisfaction is difficult/ defining it is
even more dif f icult.

In terms of the Getzels/Guba

■
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model of a social system, satisfaction is the extent
to which the institutional role expectations are in
congruence with personal need-dispositions.

In general, job satisfaction research comes from

industry/ only recently being applied to education.

As in industry, the findings are controversial.

The

issues of satisfaction, morale, job stress and teacher

burnout are intertwined.

A review of recent literature

in the field revealsr if nothing else, that job
satisfaction concern is widespread.
Weller (1982) voices the concern.

Teacher retrenchment.

’’Teacher burnout.

No matter what you call it

there is an exodus from our professional ranks" (p.

32) .

He cites such problems as confrontations with

student violence, discipline problems, lack of community
respect, parent distrust. demands created by state

and federal laws and court-ordered mandates as being
the causes of concern.

”As with any organizational structure. the climate
of the school is dependent upon the quality of leadership
exhibited by the principal ri (Weller, p. 32).

and Holmes (1982) echo Weller’s sentiments.

Matthews

’’Improving

teacher motivation is a continual concern of educational

leaders.

The recent emphasis on professional burnout

has intensified this concern" (p. 22).
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In May, 1982/ the American Association of School
Administrators (AASA) commissioned a study in which

300 members of AASA were surveyed and the results

analyzed.

The results are of interest, including:

(1) teacher morale is nowhere near the stage of disaster

that some teacher leaders and the general press indicate

(of 300 respondents, 77% said teacher morale is good,
15% excellent and 8% poor) and (2) the much-touted
issue of student discipline and alleged widespread

misbehavior of students have little impact on teacher

morale (Brodinsky & Neil, 1983, p. 5).

These two findings are rather contradictory to
other recent research which was reviewed.

In schools

where teacher morale was rated as low, the most
frequent reasons reported were reduction in force
and unproductive or adversarial contacts with the
principal.
Other statistics are found which corroborate

a much more widespread dissatisfaction in the teaching
profession:

• teacher stress is real — more than 90% of
teachers surveyed reported some stress on
the job (Hawkes & Dedrick, 1983).

• when asked "if you could change anything
about the school environment you work in,
what would it be?" teachers overwhelmingly
cite an improvement in teacher-administrator
relations (Hawkes & Dedrick, 1983).
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« 51.4% of 1400 teachers surveyed in Nevada
had experienced stress-related physical
illness and 58% had seriously considered
leaving the profession because of stressrelated problems (Saville, 1981).

• 55% of teachers surveyed in Iowa had
considered a career change in the past
two years (Dedrick, Hawkes, & Smith, 1981).
Bundy (1981) defines burnout simply as "being

locked into a job routine" (p. 9) and states that

"with the increased human and social demands upon
teachers... as well as public demands for strict
accountability, it is not hard to see how burnout
might occur" (p. 10).

Teacher burnout results from continuous stress

(Bundy, 1981; Frey & Young, 1983).

Putney (1977)

defines burnout as a state of emotional exhaustion

characterized by the inability to feel much concern
for oneself, others or the school.

Early symptoms

are apathy, fatigue, tension, frustration, boredom,

and a sense of not being appreciated (Frey & Young,

1983).
Landsman (1978) indicates that the principal
often fails to realize the impact his/her helping

behavior can have on teachers who are experiencing
stress.

S/he can offer positive reinforcement, help

with curriculum decisions, act as a buffer and help
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in improving schoo1/community relationships/ foster
open communication among staff and provide adequate
inservice preparation when teachers have inadequate

coping skills.
Frey and Young (1983) conclude that "a good

principal-teacher relationship can reduce stressors
that cause burnout.

Administrators play a vital role

in the teacher's mental health" (p. 76).
There is some research indicating that professional

burnout might be reduced by leaders who support
participation and are aware and concerned about people

(Cunningham, 1982).

V.C. Morris (1981), on the other

hand, indicates that more satisfying schools are likely
to be administered by principals with a strong sense
of professional autonomy and authority.

In a review of the literature. Ratsoy (1973)
concluded that in general, teachers’ job satisfaction
is lower in schools where teachers perceive a high
degree of bureaucracy.
Other research indicates that in situations of

high stress, leaders were rated as more proficient
by teachers when they exhibited high structure, low
consideration behavior (Fleishman, Harris, & Burtt,

1955; Halpin & Croft, 1963; Schriesheim & Murphy,

1976).
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A study by the Georgia Professional Standards

Commission reported that lack of support by school

administrators was the primary cause of teacher burnout

with other causes being listed including having little
influence on policy decisions and too many demands

and expectations by the public (Eilenburg, 1981).
Similarly, lack of community support was listed by
Hawkes and Dedrick (1983) as a factor in teacher stress.

Werner (1982) concludes ’’that stress is costly
to schools, not only in terms of increased sick leave...but

also, and sometimes less conspicuously, as a slow
drain of human talent and motivation" (p. 16).

He

adds that more than anyone, the principal is the one
individual who can prevent this occurrence.

Baker (1979) found no statistically significant

positive correlations between any type of leadership
style and the job satisfaction of teachers in fortytwo schools in Mississippi.

Araki (1982), in a study of leadership in Hawaii
found that the higher the perceived leadership of

principals, the more satisfied the teachers, the lower
teachers’ frustration and the higher the students’
SAT raw scores.

Leadership was measured on the Likert

scale, therefore higher perceived leadership meant

more participative.

J
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While the positive relationship of consideration

to satisfaction has been generally confirmed/ it must
be questioned.

The direction of causality is not

indicated (Fiedler & Cheniers, 1974).

Despite the contradictory evidence on which
leadership style is best in reducing stress (i.e.

promoting satisfaction)f the weight of the evidence
still rests with the principal’s role in dealing effectively

with the problem.

Erlandson and Pastor (1981) conclude

that most changes in organizational structure necessary

to stimulate teachers can be wrought by the building

principal.
The answer to increasing teacher motivation seems
to lie in intrinsic types of motivation — in enhancing

such factors as a supportive atmosphere, recognizing
quality work, promoting community supportf and including

teachers in the decision-making process.
Work by Brodinsky and Neil (1983) suggests that
perhaps the consistency of leadership is more important

than style.

Inconsistent leadership brings surprise

and doubts so teachers are never sure what is expected
of them.

More than ever before, administrators are seeking

answers to the "why” questions (e.g. Why initiate
effort on a task?

Why do some employees persist in
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working overtime while others avoid intensive work

efforts altogether?)•

These questions are ones of

motivation and satisfaction.

As education moves into

an era of retrenchment, fewer vacant teaching and

administrative positions will be filled.

”Increasingly,

motivation problems cannot be solved by traditional

methods of adding new employees and transferring

experienced ones” (Hoy & Miskel, 1982).

It is further

noted that educational literature, in particular/
lacks a critical awareness of motivation (S. Thompson,
1979).

In a review of the research on effective schools,

Sapone (1983) cites almost universal agreement that
schools must have strong principal leadership.

In

a subsequent large-scale study of his own, he found
that most of the over 700 participating teachers,
administrators/ school board members and superintendents

perceived this strong leadership to be highly correlated

with staff morale.

All four groups of participants

stressed these two characteristics as most salient

in determining school effectiveness.

Sapone concluded

that it appears all else will follow in terms of school

effectiveness, given the existence of strong principal
leadership and high staff morale.

Hodgkinson (1982) views the individual school
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principal as the most vital leader in the area of
staff improvement toward achieving higher job satisfaction.

He states that "the 1980s require a principal to develop
effective techniques for motivating the best teachers
to stay on the job.

Though salary increases are needed.

psychic rewards which are often cheap, or even free,

need to be developed to a much greater degree" (p.

48) .
Effective schools research seems to offer a

prescriptive message for principals.

The whole formula

for effectiveness relies on a strong principal

transmitting high performance goals to the staff and
the staff, in turn, transmitting these goals to students.
All must work as a team to achieve excellence and

without job satisfaction among teachers, an essential
link would be missing.

Summary
A search of the literature has shown that West

Virginia’s schools in the 1980s are under tremendous

external pressure to change — both as a result of

numerous national reports aimed at improving the
"general condition" of public education and, more

specifically in response to the Recht Decision and
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the resulting "Master Plan."

The local school will be the primary locus for
these called-for changes.

Therefore, the principal

will be the key to managing change at the local

level.
Teachers will also have to deal with these

changes and certain new problems arise because the
internal structure of the teaching profession itself

has changed over the last decade.

On the average,

teachers are older, more experienced, and likely
to have been in the same school longer.

Therefore,

it has been longer since their pre-service training.

Given this stability of the school faculty in
West Virginia, school-specific staff development,

involving individual principals and their staffs

becomes a top priority in dealing with the changes
facing schools.

Creating a viable principal-team

is crucial.

Teacher job satisfaction is increasingly important
due to changes taking place in the state’s job market.

Research also forges a link between high job satisfaction
and increased student performance.

Research establishes that, in general, a leader’s
effectiveness is based upon leadership style and an
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appropriate match of that style to the situation in
which the leader finds himself.
The conceptual foundation for this study is based

on the theories of organizational behavior, leadership
and job satisfaction; as well as an assessment of
the overall climate in which West Virginia’s schools
are operating today.

There was a paucity of research linking leadership
style to job satisfaction in the realm of academe.
Contradictory and inconclusive evidence was found

in the existing research.

No studies at all of this

type conducted in the West Virginia public schools
were discovered by the researcher.

Teachers in the state’s schools are particularly
susceptible to problems of stress and burnout, given

the current climate of change and uncertainty.

Many

new demands are being placed on the classroom teacher
as a result of the implementation of the state’s ’’Master

Plan", and directly or indirectly as a result of a
host of reforms nationwide.
That the principal plays the major role in
effectively directing change in the school has been
borne out by the research cited here.

That s/he plays

a role in ensuring teacher satisfaction during the
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change process is implied, but the exact nature of
the role is uncertain.
This study attempts to ascertain the leadership

style(s) exhibited by principals in West Virginia’s
schools; and determine what, if any, relationship

exists between leadership style and teacher job
satisfaction in the climate of change now existing

in West Virginia’s schools.

IHI
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Chapter III
METHODS AND PROCEDURES

Statement of the Problem
The principal’s leadership style (as perceived

by the teacher), the teacher’s job satisfaction/ and
the relationship between the two were explored via

the following null hypotheses:

(1) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary
across the four leadership styles.

(2) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary
across the twelve subscales of the Job Satisfaction

Survey.
(3) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary

according to school location (urban, suburban,
or rural).
(4) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary

according to school size (less than 200 students.
200 to 500 students, or more than 500 students).
(5) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary

according to the sex of the teacher.
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(6) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary

according to the years of experience of the

teacher.
(7) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary

according to the interaction between leadership

style and school location.
(8) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary

according to the interaction between leadership

style and school size.
(9) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary
according to the interaction between leadership
style and the sex of the teacher.

(10) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary

according to the interaction between leadership
style and the years of experience of the teacher.

(ID

The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary

according to the interaction between leadership
style and the subscale measures.

(12) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary

according to the interaction between school location
and the subscale measures.

(13) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary

according to the interaction between school size
and the subscale measures.

IH
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(14) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary

according to the interaction between the sex
of the teacher and the subscale measures.
(15) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary

according to the interaction between the years
of experience of the teacher and the subscale

measures.

(16) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary
according to the interaction among the leadership
style, school location and the subscale measures.

(17) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary
according to the interaction among the leadership

style, school size and the subscale measures.
(18) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary
!

according to the interaction among the leadership
style, sex of the teacher and the subscale measures.

(19) The job satisfaction of teachers will not vary
according to the interaction among the leadership

style, years of experience of the teacher and
the subscale measures.
S

In addition, a descriptive analysis was made
regarding the frequency of the four leadership styles
among West Virginia principals.

The twelve aspects

of job satisfaction that were measured were also
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examined comparatively.

The descriptive analysis of job

satisfaction looked at West Virginia's teachers as a
whole, and then various subgroups of the population were

examined (male/female, urban/suburban/rural , one to five/
six to ten/more than ten years of teaching experience/

small/mid-size/large schools).

Population and Sample

The sample utilized as the data source for this

study consisted of 220 public school teachers in the

state of West Virginia during the 1984-1985 academic
year.

The population included all public school

teachers currently teaching in the state.
Four teachers were randomly selected from each
of the state's 55 counties, using the 1984-1985
West Virginia Education Directory as a source.

Design of the Study

This study utilized survey procedures to gather

data regarding teachers' perceptions of the leadership

style of principals and of their own job satisfaction.
The questions previously developed were answered by

analyzing data collected from the randomly selected
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teachers in West Virginia’s public schools.
Participants were asked to respond to two instruments.
Each individual was sent an initial mailing by the

investigator•

Included were a cover letter explaining

the purpose of the study, copies of the instruments
to which s/he was asked to respond, and a self-addressed
return envelope.

purposes.

Each item was coded for computer

In an effort to secure maximum response,

participants were informed that strict anonymity would
be maintained.

Questionnaires were mailed on March 11, 1985.

All responses received by April 12, 1985 were utilized

in the study.

Instrumentation

The first instrument used to gather information
about respondents was a demographic data sheet prepared

by the investigator.

It consisted of six items: sex,

years of experience, level of education, school type,
school location. and number of pupils in school.
■

The respondent checked the appropriate response in

each category.
5

=

I

The remaining two instruments which were distributed

to and completed by respondents are described here in
detail.

They are LEAD-Other and the Job Satisfaction Survey.
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LEAD-Other:

this instrument was developed by Hersey

and Blanchard as a means for leaders to get feedback

from subordinates, peers, or superiors on their
perceptions of the leader’s style.

One useful

application of the instrument, according to its authors,
is to describe perceptions of the leader’s style in
terms of "telling," "selling," "participating," or

"delegating” behaviors (Hersey & Blanchard, 1983).

Recall that Hersey and Blanchard define leadership
style as "the consistent pattern of behavior which

a leader exhibits as perceived by others."

In this

study, the teacher's perceptions of his/her principal’s
style will be ascertained via the use of LEAD-Other.

This instrument presents twelve leadership situations.

The teacher is asked to select from four alternative
actions, the action which s/he feels would most closely

describe the principal's behavior if faced with that
situation.

Each alternative reflects one of the following

combinations of task/relationship behavior:
B

I
■
!

(1) HT/LR behavior (Style 1 or SI), also known as
"Telling"
(2) HT/HR behavior (S2) , also known as "Selling"
(3) HR/LT behavior (S3) , also known as "Participating"

(4) LR/LT behavior (S4) , also known as "Delegating”
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The four leadership styles are graphically depicted
in Figure 5 r and can be described as follows:
(1) Telling (SI) -- the leader provides specific
instructions for each task and
closely supervises performance.
(2) Selling (S2) — the leader explains decisions
and provides opportunity for
clarification.
(3) Participating (S3)

the leader shares ideas
and facilitates the follower(s)
in making their own decisions.

(4) Delegating (S4) — the leader turns responsibility
for decision-making and
implementation over to the
follower(s) .
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Leadership Styles (Hersey & Blanchard,
1982, p. 96).

Selection of an alternative action in each of

the twelve situations presented in LEAD—Other, ultimately
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yields four scores.

These four scores correspond

to the four leadership style quadrants and describe
the leader’s range of styles.

The dominant leadership

style was defined as that quadrant where the majority
of responses fell.

Only those respondents who

perceived the principal to have a dominant style were
utilized in this study.
Since this study used only the "perception of
style” component of Hersey and Blanchard’s Situational

Leadership Model, no attempt was made to analyze

leadership effectiveness in terms of maturity of the
followers, power perceptions or environmental variables.

Though LEAD-Other is a relatively new instrument,

preliminary measures of reliability showed internal
consistency scores of .810 and .613.

Tests of congruent

validity showed that LEAD-Other and LBDQ-XII measured

common constructs (Walter et al., 1980).
The LEAD-Other instrument was used in its entirety,
except the word "principal" was substituted for the

word ”leader"; and the word "teachers" was substituted
for the word "subordinates”.
■

■

Job Satisfaction Survey:

Smith, Kendall and Hulin

(1969) suggested the following criteria as being necessary

for a good measure of job satisfaction.

It should:

1
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(1) separate the various aspects of satisfaction from
one another, (2) agree with other relevant measures,

(3) be useful with a wide range of persons in a wide

range of situations, (4) be understandable, (5) be
short,

(6) allow group administration, and (7) require

low expenditures of time and money.

In an attempt to satisfy these requirements;

Dunham, Smith and Blackburn (1977) developed the Index
of Organizational Reaction (IOR).

The IOR consisted

of 42 items and could be subdivided into eight scales:

supervision, kind of work, amount of work, physical
conditions of work, co-workers, financial elements,

career future, and company identification.
Based on this instrument, Mendenhall (1977) developed

the Job Satisfaction Survey which specifically measured

teachers’

job satisfaction.

It contained fifty items

across eight subscales and used a five-point Likert-type
scale ranging from 1 (not satisfied) to 5 (very satisfied).

Speed (1979) further revised the instrument to

its present form.
study.

This is the revision used in this

The Job Satisfaction Survey is a 27-item

instrument consisting of nine subscales of three questions
per scale.

Previously, Speed (1979) and Thierbach

(1980) have both factor-analyzed the instrument to

obtain the following nine factors: administration/
supervision, co-workers, career future, school
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identification/ financial aspects, work conditions, amount
of work, pupil-teacher relations/ and community relations.
In responding to the survey, teachers were asked

to indicate satisfaction with each item on a four-point
scale:

1.00 = very dissatisfied, 2.00 = dissatisfied,

3.00 = satisfied, and 4.00 = very satisfied.

The

overall satisfaction score for each respondent is
the sum of his/her responses, divided by 27.

Scores for each subscale were obtained by summin
across the three items in each subscale and dividing

by three.

School-specific and district satisfaction

were also obtained.

See Figure 6.

Thierbach (1980) reaffirmed the content validity
of the instrument.

The internal consistency of the

questionnaire was determined by computing a Cronbach

Alpha reliability coefficient for the overall scale.
A Cronbach Alpha of .88 confirmed that the instrument
was internally consistent.

For purposes of this study, overall job satisfaction,

school-specific satisfaction, district satisfaction, and
scores from each of the nine subscales were determined for

each subject.

Data Analyses

This study utilized an ex-post facto quasi-experimental
four-group design with twelve dependent measures.
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I. Overall Job Satisfaction
Sum across all 27 items, Divide by 27 to determine
overall satisfaction score.
II. Subscales of Job Satisfaction:
For each subscale, sum across the 3 items indicated.
Divide the sum by 3.

1. Administration/Supervision

Items: 5, 6/ 16

2. Co-workers

Items: b 8, 25

3. Career Future

Items: 3, 10, 14

4. School Identification

Items: 7, 18, 27

5. Financial Aspects

Items: 4, 19, 24

6. Work Conditions

Items: 14, 20, 22

7. Amount of Work

Items: 2, 17, 23

8. Pupil-Teacher Relations

Items: llr 13, 21

9. Community Relations

Items: 9, 12, 26

III. School-Specific Satisfaction and District Satisfaction:
To determine School-Specific Satisfaction, use the
subscale scores from Section II. Sum across the
following subscales and divide by 5:

1. Administration/Supervision 4. School Identification
8. Pupil-Teacher Relations
2. Co-workers
9. Community Relations
To determine District Satisfaction, use the subscale
scores for Section II.
Sum across the following
subscales and divide by 4:

3. Career Future
5. Financial Aspects

Figure 6.

6. Work Conditions
7. Amount of Work

Job Satisfaction Survey — Scoring Procedures.

■

102

Statistical data was analyzed using the Statistical
Analysis System’s (SAS) General Linear Model.

This yielded

a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA).

A Duncan’s

multiple range test was performed on all main effects

means given in the means statement of the SAS program.

Descriptive analyses were also utilized in the
discussion of the findings.

A frequency distribution

was tabulated to determine which of the four leadership
styles predominates among West Virginia’s public school

principals.

103

Chapter IV
ANALYSES OF DATA

The purpose of this study was to explore the
relationship between the principal’s leadership style
(as perceived by the teacher) and the teacher’s job

satisfaction.

This chapter is limited to the

presentation and analysis of the statistical data.

Each null hypothesis is presented, in turn, accompanied
by the statistical analysis.

Demography of the Participants
The sample consisted of 220 West Virginia public

school teachers.
from each county.

Four teachers were randomly selected

Overall, 154 or 70% of the teachers

returned the questionnaires.
were usable.

reasons:

Of these, 137 or 89%

Seventeen were rejected for the following

eleven showed no dominant leadership style

(for purposes of this study, only those respondents
indicating a dominant leadership style were utilized),

and six were incomplete.
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All 55 counties were represented among the
respondents/ as follows:

4 (100%) of the subjects

responded from 13 counties/ 3 (75%) of the subjects

responded from 24 counties/ 2 (50%) of the subjects
responded from 12 counties/ and 1 (25%) of the
subjects responded from 6 counties.

See Figure 7.

4

3

a*oo«l

3
m »IM m?

(

2
WITlIl

l/'

4
WOOD

1

J z

\

'

2

'-oooouocr.

/'

UlkXIl)

,

< 3 i.
>

.Caimoim)

/

\

—
p.A 4
k.
2 ■' x \ </'2^

4\

s
3
r*?' I

1/

i"

/ 4., 3 Z
3 fa

‘tAMOOLTW

WtlUltX

CL\.i

(iamawha*

3

fwATNl’

2

( 4

1

4

U*K0cX

5 7 2

\2 ( 3

T

2

Si

'

4
3 \ V2 /“T*

3

■'

)

rz 3

4

*»«oown2’‘

4

Figure 7.

->S

3

Participation on a county-by-county basis.
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The rate of return was sufficient for statistical

analysis. The response was large enough to secure an
adequate representation of the four leadership styles.
The initial study of the respondents yielded
the demographic data recorded in Table 1.

The data

is consistent with the state’s teaching population
as a whole:

largely female (57%), elementary (53%),

rural (70%), from mid-size schools (47%), with a BS

degree plus 15 hours (36%).

As indicated previously,

the state's teachers are an experienced group overall.
This is borne out here by the fact that 53% of the

sample have taught for more than 10 years.

Leadership Styles of West Virginia Principals
The four leadership styles defined in Hersey

and Blanchard’s model are not equally represented
among West Virginia's principals, according to the

teachers' perceptions.
The 137 teachers perceived their principals'

leadership styles as follows:
Style 2

52 (38%), Style 3

Style 4 = 33 (24%).
representation.

Style 1 = 31 (23%),

21 (15%), and

See Figure 8 for a graphic
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Table 1
DEMOGRAPHICS OF PARTICIPATING TEACHERS

TOTAL
(N=137)

STYLE I
(N=31)

STYLE II
(N=52)

STYLE III
(N=21)

STYLE IV
(N=33)

%

#

%

#

%

VARIABLE

%

#

%

59
78

43
57

11
20

35
65

22
30

42
58

9
12

43
57

17
16

53
48

26
38
73

19
28
53

4
10
17

13
32
55

11
14
27

21
27
52

5
7
9

24
33
43

6
7
20

18
21
61

25
49
15
28
20

18
36
11
20
15

4
12
3
7
5

13
39
10
22
16

11
18
4
13
6

21
35
8
25
12

4
11
3
1
2

19
52
14
5
10

6
8
5
7
7

18
24
5
21
21

73
9
16
39

53
7
12
29

13
2
4
12

42
6
13
39

28
3
7
14

54
6
13
27

11
4
0
6

52
19
0
29

21
0
5
7

64
0
15
21

20
21
96

15
15
70

5
5
21

16
16
68

10
8
34

19
15
65

1
5
15

5
24
71

4
3
26

12
9
79

21
64
52

15
47
38

7
11
13

23
35
42

8
27
17

15
52
33

1
13
7

5
62
33

5
13
15

15
39
45

Sex

Male
Female
Experience
1-5 yrs.
6-10 yrs.
>10 yrs.

Education

BA
BS
MA
MA
MA

or BS
+ 15
or MS
+ 15
+ 30

School Type
Elementary
Middle
Junior High
High School
Location
Urban
Suburban
Rural

# of Pupils

< 200
200-500
> 500

J
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60

N = 137

50

40
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-- x = 34.25

30

o
u
o
Im

o

QJ

i

20
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1
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Leadership Style

Figure 8.

Occurrence of the four leadership styles
among West Virginia public school principals.
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Results

Each null hypothesis will be presented, accompanied
by the results.

The criterion was set at .05 for each

hypothesis.

Hypothesis 1:

The job satisfaction of teachers will

not vary across the four leadership styles.

The first null hypothesis was rejected.

There

were significant differences in satisfaction found
among the four leadership styles.

The F ratio was

8.90 with the probability of F at .0001.

Teachers

who perceived their principals as Style 2 leaders

were the most satisfied (x = 2.80), followed by

Style 3 (x = 2.62), and Style 1 (x = 2.53).

Teachers who perceived their principals as Style 4
leaders were the least satisfied (x = 2.36).

Hypothesis 2:

The job satisfaction of teachers will

not vary across the twelve subscales of the Job Satisfaction

Survey.
The second null hypothesis was also rejected.

Significant differences were found to exist in the

job satisfaction scores of the various subscales.
The F ratio was 20.21 with the probability of F at
.0001.

See Figure 9.
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Hypothesis 3:

The job satisfaction of teachers will

not vary according to school location.

The third null hypothesis was accepted.

There

were no significant differences in overall job
satisfaction among urban, suburban and rural
teachers in West Virginia.

The F ratio was 1.09

with the probability of F at .3381.

Hypothesis 4:

The job satisfaction of teachers will

not vary according to school size.

The fourth null hypothesis was accepted.

There

were no significant differences in overall job

satisfaction among teachers in small (less than 200
students), mid-size (200-500 students) or large (more

than 500 students) schools in West Virginia.

The

F ratio was .47 with the probability of F at .6232.

Hypothesis 5:

The job satisfaction of teachers will

not vary according to the sex of the teacher.

The fifth null hypothesis was accepted.
i

There

were no significant differences in overall job

i

satisfaction among male and female teachers in West

-

Virginia.

The F ratio was .92 with the probability

of F at .3396.

Hypothesis 6:

The job satisfaction of teachers will

Ill

not vary according to the years of experience of the
teacher.

The sixth null hypothesis was accepted.

There

were no significant differences in overall job
satisfaction among West Virginia teachers with one
to five, six to ten or more than ten years of

teaching experience.

The F ratio was .70 with the

probability of F at .4993.

Hypothesis 7:

The job satisfaction of teachers will

not vary according to the interaction between leadership
style and school location.

The seventh null hypothesis was accepted.

There

was no effect on overall job satisfaction due to the
interaction between leadership style and job satisfaction.
The F ratio was .86 with the probability of F at .5275.

Hypothesis 8:

The job satisfaction of teachers will

not vary according to the interaction between leadership

style and school size.
-The eighth null hypothesis was accepted.

There

was no effect on overall job satisfaction due to the

interaction between leadership style and school size.
The F ratio was .51 with the probability of F at .7993.

Hypothesis 9:

The job satisfaction of teachers will
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not vary according to the interaction between leadership

style and the sex of the teacher.
The ninth null hypothesis was accepted.

There

was no effect on overall job satisfaction due to the

interaction between leadership style and the sex of

the teacher.

The F ratio was 1.29 with the probability

of F at .2802.

Hypothe sis 10:

The job satisfaction of teachers will

not vary according to the interaction between leadership

style and the years of experience of the teacher.
The tenth null hypothesis was accepted.

There

was no effect on overall job satisfaction due to the

interaction between leadership style and the years
of experience of the teacher.

The F ratio was .35

with the probability of F at .9062.

Hypothesis 11:

The job satisfaction of teachers will

not vary according to the interaction between leadership

style and the subscale measures.
The eleventh null hypothesis was rejected.

There

were significant differences in the job satisfaction

scores among the four leadership groups due to the

interaction between leadership style and subscale
measures.
at .0001.

The F ratio was 3.87 with the probability
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As can be seen in Figure 10, the lines graphed

for the four leadership styles are relatively parallel
for subscales two through twelve.

This parallelism

breaks down significantly on subscale one
Administration and Supervision.

It is this difference

in satisfaction with Administration/Supervision among
the four leadership styles that produces the interaction
here.

Hypothesis 12:

The job satisfaction of teachers will

not vary according to the interaction between school

location and the subscale measures.

The twelfth null hypothesis was accepted.

There

was no effect on overall job satisfaction due to the

interaction between school location and the subscale

measures.

The F ratio was .82 with the probability

of F at .7002.

Hypothesis 13:

The job satisfaction of teachers will

not vary according to the interaction between school

size and the subscale measures.
The thirteenth null hypothesis was accepted.

There was no effect on overall job satisfaction due
to the interaction between school size and the subscale

measures.

The F ratio was 1.15 with the probability
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Interaction of leadership style and job
satisfaction subscale scores.
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of F at .2854.

Hypothesis 14:

The job satisfaction of teachers will

not vary according to the interaction between the sex
of the teacher and the subscale measures.

The fourteenth null hypothesis was accepted.
There was no effect on overall job satisfaction due

to the interaction between the sex of the teacher
and the subscale measures.

The F ratio was 1.18 with

the probability of F at .2965.

Hypothesis 15:

The job satisfaction of teachers will

not vary according to the interaction between the
years of experience of the teacher and the subscale

measures.
The fifteenth null hypothesis was accepted.
There was no effect on overall job satisfaction due

to the interaction between the years of experience
of the teacher and the subscale measures.

The F ratio

was .65 with the probability of F at .8891.

Hypothesis 16:

The job satisfaction of teachers will

not vary according to the interaction among leadership

style, school location and the subscale measures.

1
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The sixteenth null hypothesis was rejected.
There were significant differences in job satisfaction

scores among the four leadership groups due to the
interaction among leadership style, school location

and the subscale measures.

The F ratio was 1.35 with

the probability of F at .0349.

Figure 11 illustrates the differences.

Again,

the parallelism breaks down most significantly on
the subscale of Administration and Supervision when
the leadership style groups are subdivided by location.

The main interaction effect is occurring in the satisfaction

with Administration and Supervision.

Hypothesis 17;

The job satisfaction of teachers will

not vary according to the interaction among leadership

style, school size and the subscale measures.
The seventeenth null hypothesis was accepted.
There was no effect on overall job satisfaction due

to the interaction among leadership style, school

size and the subscale measures.

The F ratio was .85

with the probability of F at .8184.

Hypothesis 18:

The job satisfaction of teachers will

not vary according to the interaction among leadership

style, sex of the teacher and the subscale measures.
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The eighteenth null hypothesis was rejected.
There were significant differences in job satisfaction

scores among the four leadership groups due to the
interaction among leadership style, sex of the teacher
and the subscale measures.

The F ratio was 1.47 with

the probability of F at .0433.

Figure 12 clearly shows that the interaction

effect, again, is occurring on Subscale 1 — Administration
The parallelism is strikingly consistent

and Supervision.

across the remainder of the subscales.

Hypothesis 19:

The job satisfaction of teachers will

not vary according to the interaction among leadership

style, years of experience of the teacher and the
subscale measures.
The final null hypothesis was accepted.

There

was no effect on overall job satisfaction due to the

interaction among leadership style, the years of
experience of the teacher and the subscale measures.
The F ratio was .75 with the probability of F at

.9342.

Table 2 summarizes the nineteen hypotheses and
their results.

Tables 3-6 summarize the MANOVA data

as discussed in the preceding section of text.
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Chapter V
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS/
AND IMPLICATIONS

Summary of Findings
The analyses of the data were reported in Chapter

IV.

Based upon those analysesr five of the nineteen

null hypotheses were rejected and fourteen were accepted.
The major findings emerging from the descriptive and

analytical treatment of the data were:
(1) West Virginia teachers most frequently perceived

their principals to be Style 2 or high task/high
relationship (HT/HR) leaders (38%), followed by Style 4

or low relationship/low task (LR/LT) leaders (24%), Style

1 (HT/LR) leaders (23%), and Style 3 (HR/LT) leaders (15%).
(2) Regarding the leadership style of the principal,

West Virginia teachers were not equally satisfied
with the four styles in this model.

Teachers who

perceived their principals to be Style 2 leaders

experienced a higher overall level of job
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satisfaction (x = 2.80) than did those who perceived
their principals as Style 3 (x = 2.62), Style 1

(x = 2.53), or Style 4 (x = 2.36).

These differences

were significant at the .05 level.
(3) Regarding job satisfaction/ West Virginia

teachers were not equally satisfied with all
aspects of their jobs.

They were most satisfied

with "Relationships With Co-Workers" (x = 3.00) and

"Pupil-Teacher Relations" (x

2.88); and least

satisfied with "Financial Aspects" (x = 2.11) and
"Community Relations" (x = 2.32).

In fact.

satisfaction with co-workers, community relations

and financial aspects differed significantly from
the mean at the .05 level.

(4) Regarding composite satisfaction scores, teachers

were much more satisfied with the SCHOOL-SPECIFIC

job factors of Administration and Supervision, Co-workers,
School Identification, Pupil-Teacher Relations and
Community Relations (x = 2.73); than they were with
the DISTRICT factors of Career Future, Financial

Aspects, Work Conditions and Amount of Work (x = 2.45).
These differences were significant at the .05 level.

(5) The overall job satisfaction of West Virginia
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teachers was not significantly impacted by school

location. school size, sex of the teacher or years
of experience of the teacher (when these were

considered as variables in isolation).

There were,

in fact, no significant differences among the
means of the various subgroups examined.
In fact, the range (2.54 to 2.73) is very small.

As a subgroup, urban teachers were the most satisfied
(x

2.73); and males and teachers with more than

10 years teaching experience were the least satisfied

(x = 2.54 for both groups).
Female teachers (x = 2.60) were more satisfied
than male teachers (x = 2.54).

Rural teachers, who

made up 70% of the sample, were less satisfied (x = 2.56)
than their suburban (x = 2.57) or urban (x = 2.73)

counterparts.

Teachers with more than 10 years experience made
up 53% of the sample, and were less satisfied (x = 2.54)

than were teachers with 6 to 10 years experience
(x

2.60) or 1 to 5 years experience (x = 2.63).

Teachers from large schools were less satisfied
(x = 2.55) than teachers from mid-size (x = 2.60)
>

or small (x

2.63) schools.

None of these differences

were statistically significant, however.

I
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Although differences in job satisfaction were

negligible among the demographic variables studied.
significant differences did show up across the job

satisfaction subscales when the demographic variables
of school location and sex interacted with the

leadership style of the principal.

Consistently large

differences in satisfaction were found among the four

leadership styles on the subscale of Administration
and Supervision.

The following discussion will examine

these differences more closely.

Discussion and Conclusions

The four leadership styles are producing differential
effects on job satisfaction among West Virginia’s
teachers, but exactly where do these differences lie?

The differences across the job satisfaction subscales

showed up clearly when the demographic variables interacted
with leadership style.

The following example illustrates

the primary interaction.

It is appropriate for the purposes of this study,
to focus here on the ’’Administration and Supervision"

subscale.

Not only is this the subscale most closely

allied to the principal’s leadership, but it is where
the greatest interaction occurred.
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Teachers who perceived the principal to be a

Style 4 leader were least satisfied with "Administration
and Supervision" (x = 1.96)/ and teachers who perceived
the principal to be a Style 2 leader were most satisfied

with "Administration and Supervision" (x = 3.25).
These differences were significant at the .05 level.

In fact, all eleven subgroups were least satisfied
with "Administration and Supervision" when they perceived
the principal to be a Style 4 leader.

This interaction effect is more easily understood
via the following illustration.

Figure 13 draws a

comparison between the subscale of "Administration
and Supervision" and two other subscales.
The overall job satisfaction of all West Virginia

teachers was 2.61.

curve in Figure 13 (

The satisfaction with "Co-workers"
) is significantly higher

than the overall mean of 2.61, but it is uniformly
so across all four leadership styles.

In other words/

all teachers are happy with their co-worker relationships.
no matter what style of leader they perceive the principal

I

to be.

Conversely, the satisfaction with "Financial Aspects"

■

curve (-- —

is significantly lower than the overall

mean of 2.61, but also uniformly so across the four

L
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4

= Administration
= Co-workers

—= Financial Aspects
3
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Figure 13.

Comparison of the satisfaction with the
subscales of Administration, Co-workers,
and Financial Aspects by leadership style.

133

leadership styles.

Simply put, all groups are dissatisfied

with the financial aspects of their jobs, regardless
of the perceived style of the principal.

The satisfaction with "Administration and Supervision"

curve (-

) averages out at 2.68, very close to

the overall mean of 2.61.

However, there is wide

variation in the satisfaction with this subscale across
the four leadership styles.

This, then, produces

Thus, satisfaction with ’’Administration

an interaction.

and Supervision" depends upon leadership style.

To examine this further, it is helpful to break
the population of teachers studied into 11 groups
); and then subdivide each

(male/female/urban

of those groups into 4 groups depending upon the style
of leader the principal was perceived to be.
Given this breakdown, which of the 44 subgroups

were MOST satisfied and which were LEAST satisfied

with their jobs?

See Table 7.

What accounts for these wide differences in
satisfaction?

One answer appears to be the leadership

of the principal.

The "Most Satisfied" teachers

perceive their principals to be Style 2 or Style 3

leaders, while the

fi

Least Satisfied" teachers all

perceive their principals to be Style 4.
When examined more closely, it becomes apparent
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TABLE 7

5 MOST SATISFIED GROUPS OF TEACHERS IN WEST VIRGINIA

Rank
1
2
3.5
3.5
5

Teachers
Urban
Urban
1-5 Years Experience
< 200 Pupils in School
Females

Perceived
Principal1s
Style To Be
Style
Style
Style
Style
Style

3
2
2
2
2

Overall
Satisfaction
3.07
2.91
2.86
2.86
2.83

5 LEAST SATISFIED GROUPS OF TEACHERS IN WEST VIRGINIA

Rank
40
41
42
43
44

1
I

1

Teachers
> 10 Years Experience
Males
6-10 Years Experience
> 500 Pupils in School
Suburban

Perceived
Principal * s
Style To Be
Style
Style
Style
Style
Style

4
4
4
4
4

Overall
Satisfaction
2.36
2.34
2.30
2.27
2.17
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that there are certain subscales that account for
these wide differences in satisfaction.

The "Most

Satisfied" groups of teachers are most satisfied

with these aspects of their jobs:
(1)
(2)
k
(3)
* (4)
k

Administration and Supervision
School Identification
Relationships With Co-workers
Amount of Work

(x
(x
(x
(x

=
=
=
=

3.45)
3.19)
3.15)
2.97)

(x
(x
(x
(x

=
=
=
=

2.86)
2.71)
2.67)
2.26)

They are least satisfied with:
•k k
■k *
■k k

(6)
(7)
(8)
(9)

Career Future
Community Relations
Working Conditions
Financial Aspects

The "Least Satisfied" groups of teachers, on the
other hand, are most satisfied with these job aspects:
■k

k
k

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

Pupil-Teacher Relationships
Relationships With Co-workers
Amount of Work
School Identification

(x
(x
(x
(x

=
=
=
=

3.02)
2.76)
2.72)
2.28)

(x
(x
(x
(x

=
=
=
=

2.11)
1.91)
1.85)
1.69)

They are least satisfied with:
-A- *
■k -k

k*

(6)
(7)
(8)
(9)

Working Conditions
Financial Aspects
Community Relations
Administration and Supervision

The items preceded by * indicate that both groups

are satisfied with Relationships With Co-workers,
Amount of Work and School Identification.

Items preceded

by ** indicated that neither group is satisfied with

Financial Aspects, Working Conditions and Community
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Relations.

None of these six job aspects, therefore,

account for the overall differences in satisfaction
between the high and low groups.
One subscale, however, shows startling differences.

"Administration and Supervision" is the job aspect
that the highest groups are most satisfied with (x = 3.45);
while at the same time it is what the lowest groups are

least satisfied with (x = 1.69).
Extraordinary satisfaction with the principal’s
administration and supervision is the factor that

accounts for the satisfaction of the highest groups,
thus would appear to be a vital component of teacher
satisfaction.

This poses the question as to what motivates

teachers at the lower end of the satisfaction spectrum
to stay on the job at all?

They are certainly not

satisfied with the administration and supervision
of the principal.

Nor are they satisfied with working

conditions or the financial aspects of their jobs.
yet they continue to teach.

Apparently, very high satisfaction with both
pupil-teacher relations and relationships with co
workers compensates, to a certain extent for the lack

of satisfaction in other seemingly important areas.

l
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The administration and supervision of Style 2

principals appears to be strongly associated with

high teacher job satisfaction.

Those teachers who

were most satisfied perceived the principal’s

This factor most strongly

leadership favorably.

influences job satisfaction.
Drawing from the style definitions in the four-

quadrant view of Hersey and Blanchard (1982), the

most satisfied teachers perceived their principals
as high in both task and relationship behaviors.

Thus , they tend to view them as exhibiting such

characteristics as:

being supportive of the staff

and respecting them as professionals, being friendly
and approachable, maintaining personal relationships

with the staff and fostering two-way communication.
In addition, these principals are:

highly organized;

consistent; fair and firm in establishing structure

and defining roles and responsibilities; and, generally
seen as in control of the situation.
These Style 2 characteristics are very much in

consonance with the recent effective schools research
findings which indicate that principals of outstanding

schools "make the difference" by consistently displaying
these characteristics:

(1) they run the school rather

than allowing it to run by force of habit (i.e. high

1
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task rather than low task behavior)? (2) they hold
themselves and the staff personally accountable for

student achievement (requires two-way communication/
mutual trust/ and respect for teachers’ abilities)?
(3) they are able to harness the necessary human

resources to get the job done (such interpersonal

skills require the ability to form successful principal
teacher partnerships/ i.e. high relationship rather than
low relationship behavior).

They are also described as

highly energetic/ forceful/ self-confident, active.
visible, dynamic/ decisive. innovative/ willing to test
organizational limits, in charge of their jobs, and they

believe that the system is tolerant of diversity.

These

principals obviously are not willing to delegate their

decision-making role entirely to the staff.

Since 38% of West Virginia's principals are

high in both the task and relationship dimensions
of leader behavior, and teachers are well-satisfied

with these attributes — the primary ingredients for

effective schools are certainly present here.
Finding that teachers are most satisfied with
principals who are high in both dimensions, reconfirms

earlier findings by Donniny and Brown (1982) and Roberts
(1983); but stands in some contrast to Mes (1983)

who found no relationship between leaders high in
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both attributes and teacher job satisfaction.

He

found teachers more satisfied with highly structural

leaders.

The present study found satisfaction more

closely linked with high consideration behavior, as

the two preferred styles (S2 and S3) were both high
in the consideration dimension.

Anderson and Brown

(1971) found that staff satisfaction was not associated

any more strongly with one leader type than another.
Hersey and Blanchard’s assumption in working with

experienced faculty, is that Style 4 leadership would
be most appropriate whereby responsibility would be

delegated to the faculty.

In this study, it was the

least preferred style of the most experienced teachers.

Although it would need to be examined on a case
by case basis, it appears that teachers tend to view

Style 4 principals as abdicating the leadership role
altogether, or as incapable of leadership; by

neither establishing interpersonal relationships with
the staff nor assuming the decision-making role.

They do not achieve high satisfaction under this type
of principal.

Hersey and Blanchard feel that with mature people

(in terms of the task at hand), the need for socioemotional

support (relationship behavior) is not as great as
their need for professional autonomy.

Perhaps, in

these particular circumstances, years of experience

L
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on the job does not connote maturity in terms of being

able to handle the new challenges being faced by teachers.

As a result of the changes being made in West
Virginia’s schools, the principal might reassess the
maturity of the group in meeting new objectives and

as the need arises, provide increased direction and

support .
To use Style 4 leadership effectively, Hersey
and Blanchard suggest slowly increasing the maturity

of the followers by using increased positive

reinforcement and socioemotional support.

As teachers

reach high task-relevant maturity, the principal should

respond by decreasing both relationship (support) and
task (direction) behaviors until the teachers have taken
over responsibilities for decision making.

It would appear that West Virginia teachers want
to play a role in the decision-making process (Style
2 allows some input, Style 3 allows more), but they

do not want all the responsibility for making

decisions to be delegated to them (Style 4).
In a large-scale study of Tennessee teachers,
Hafford (1976) found that more experienced teachers

showed a greater satisfaction on all factors studied

than did less experienced teachers.

This study found,

quite to the contrary, that the most experienced teachers

J
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in West Virginia were the least satisfied on ten out

of twelve subscales.

They were particularly less

satisfied with the amount of work, pupil-teacher
relations and community relations.

Another interesting (though not surprising)
finding was that females are apparently still more

accepting of directives than are males.

This is

evidenced by the fact that female teachers are
more satisfied with the administration and

supervision of Style 1 and Style 2 principals which
are both high in the task (direction) dimension/
than are males, who are much more satisfied under

Style 3 principals where they are able to have more
of the decision-making responsibility.
Kunz and Hoy (1976) interpreted a similar finding

as meaning that males pose a greater challenge to the
administrative authority of the principal than do

females.

Apparently this has not changed in West

Virginia.
In a study by Baker (1979), it was found that

teachers in Mississippi perceived that state’s

principals to be predominantly high structure/low
consideration (i.e. HT/LR).

This is in contrast to

the present study which found HT/HR principals to

be in the majority.
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West Virginia teachers were generally more satisfied

with intraorganizational factors such as relations
with co-workers and pupils than they were with extra-

organizational factors such as financial aspects of
the job and community relations.

School-specific

satisfaction was significantly higher than district
satisfaction.

This indicates that many of the factors

contributing to lower teacher job satisfaction are
not within the principal’s direct control.

From the foregoing discussion, it is possible
to draw some implications which might enhance both
future practice and research in the area.

Implications for Future Practice

The study makes it clear that the principal’s
leadership style is a key element in teacher job

satisfaction.

The crucial finding seems to be that

Style 4 principals, with which teachers are least

satisfied, are the second most prevalent group of
principals in the state.

This is a factor which

needs to be addressed.

It would appear that increased emphasis must be

given to developing skill in using both task and

relationship behaviors for this group of principals.
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Just as a "master teacher" plan allows for
competent teachers to share expertise — a similar

plan might be developed to capitalize on the strengths
of effective principals.

A "mentor" approach, peer

training, quality circles among groups of principals,
or joint responsibility (assistant principal or co

principal positions with top-notch principals) are
all possibilities for utilizing the best principals
in the state to improve the skills of others.

Regional

assessment/training centers are another option which

might prove useful.
At the pre-service level, a framework and techniques

need to be identified; and existing programs strengthened,
to help future administrators develop the skills necessary

for dealing with today’s problems.
Intervention techniques similar to those employed
with teachers might be employed with principals who

desire to improve their skills.

A parallel analysis

of principal's behavior might be undertaken through

observation, clinical assessment and self-analysis

for practicing principals in order to sharpen skills.
Such techniques might make it possible to evaluate,
measure and eventually modify “leading” behavior in

much the same way as they are used to modify teacher’s

skills in the classroom.
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Implications for Future Research

Before attempting to improve the skills of

practicing principals/ site-specific analyses must
be conducted to determine teacher satisfaction/
leadership style relationships on a school by school

basis.

Individual schools should assess their current

situations and use the findings for developing their

own improvement plans.

Ultimately, a school must evaluate its own strengths
and weaknesses and be aware of the constraints and

opportunities posed by its environment.

These are

the factors that must be brought into focus before

change can be wrought in any school.
Future satisfaction research at the local school

level should concentrate on the job aspects most directly
under the control of the principal and staff with
no emphasis (at this level) on such extraorganizational
factors as financial aspects. career future, etc.

If the teachers’ job satisfaction is to be enhanced/

I
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attention should be given at the district level to

improving such factors as are not under the local

school’s control; for these are generally the factors
with which teachers are least satisfied.
Local schools and districts should work together

to find methods of improving community relations since

J
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this is an area with which teachers are not satisfied.
There is much that can be done at both levels to enhance

the school-community relationship.

Another area which needs closer examination is

the satisfaction of the most experienced teachers.
This is the group which both now and in the foreseeable
future will make up the bulk of the state’s teaching
force.

Given their increased numbers and their low

satisfaction, this calls for further study.

Other demographic variables which might impact

the leadership style/satisfaction relationship might
be examined in future research also; such as sex of

the principal, type of school and socioeconomic level
of the school.
Since the ’•Administration and Supervision” of

Style 2 principals seems to be extremely satisfying

for teachers, it seems appropriate to closely
examine the leadership of these principals to

determine exactly what behaviors they use in their
day-to-day administration of school affairs that sets

them apart.
Overall, the entire principal-teacher relationship

deserves closer inspection if we are, in fact, going
to develop the viable partnerships that are the necessary

precursors to excellence in schooling.
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TO:

FROM: Pamela Amick Klawitter, Doctoral Student
SUBJECT: Research Study

DATE: March 11, 1985

Dear Colleague,
I am currently conducting research for my doctoral dissertation

in education administration through West Virginia University.

My study will examine the relationship between the leadership
styles of public school principals in West Virginia (as perceived

by teachers) and the job satisfaction of public school teachers
in West Virginia.
You are one of four teachers in your county to have been

randomly selected to participate in the study by completing

two brief questionnaires.
minutes of your time.

This will take no more than a few

Responses are solely for research purposes

and will be strictly confidential.

No names of participants,

schools or school systems will be included in the study.

Your

anonymity will be maintained through a system of coded numbers

for follow-up and computer purposes only.
Enclosed is a stamped self-addressed envelope in which

you may return the completed questionnaires.

the questionnaires as soon as possible.

Please return

Thank you very much

for your co-operation in this endeavor.

Sincerely ,

Pamela Klawitter
Doctoral Student

165

Demographic Data
Please check the appropriate data about yourself in answer

to the following questions regarding your current position:

1. Sex:

M

F
(01)

(02)

2. Total number of years of teaching experience:
6-10

1-5

more than 10

(02)

(01)

(03)

3. Educational level (check one):

BS + 15

BS

(02)

(01)

MA + 15

MA

MA + 30
(04)

(03)

(05)

4. School type:

Elementary

Middle

(01)

(02)
High School

Junior High

(04)

(03)

5. School location:

Rural

Suburban

Urban

(02)

(01)

(03)

6. Number of pupils in school:
(01)

L

More than 500

200-500

Less than 200

(02)

(03)

i
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Leadership Questionnaire Instructions

Assume YOUR PRINCIPAL is involved in each of the following
twelve situations.

READ each item carefully. THINK about what

your principal would do in each situation.

Then CIRCLE the

letter of the alternative action choice that you think would
most closely describe his/her behavior in that situation.

Circle only one choice.

Respond to the items in terms of the way you think s/he

has behaved in the past when presented with a similar situation.
When the word "subordinates” or "group" appears it refers to
the teachers in your school.

Respond to the items sequentially.

Do not spend too much

time, and respond to each item as if you were responding to a

real-life situation.

Do not go back over each — stay with

your original response.

1
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LEAD Questionnaire
Situation

1. The teachers are no longer
responding to the principal’s
friendly conversation and
obvious concern for their
welfare. Performance is
declining rapidly.

Alternative Actions
The principal would:
A. Emphasize the use of
uniform procedures
and the necessity for
task accomplishment.
B. Make himself available
for discussion, but
wouldn’t push his
involvement.
C. Talk with teachers
and then set goals.
D. Intentionally not
intervene.

2. The observable performance of
The principal would:
the group is increasing. The
A. Engage in friendly interaction
but continue to make sure
principal has been making sure
that all members are
that all members are aware of
aware of their
their responsibilities and
responsibilities and
expected standard of performance.
expected standards
of performance.
B. Take no definite action.
C. Do what he can to make
the group feel important
and involved.
D. Emphasize the importance
of deadlines and tasks.
3. Members of the group are unable
to solve a problem themselves.
The principal has normally left
them alone. Group performance
and interpersonal relations have
been good.

The principal would:
A. Work with the group
and together engage
in problem-solving.
B. Let the group work it out.
C. Act quickly and firmly
to correct and redirect.
D. Encourage group to work
on problem and be
supportive of their efforts.
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Situation

Alternative Actions

4. The principal is considering
a major change. The teachers
have a fine record of
accomplishment and respect
the need for change.

The principal would:
A. Allow group involvement
in developing the change,
but would not be too
directive.
B. Announce changes and then
implement with close
supervision.
C. Allow group to formulate
its own direction.
D. Incorporate group
recommendations, but
would direct the change
himself.

5. The performance of the group
has been dropping during the
last few months. Members have
been unconcerned with meeting
objectives. Redefining roles
and responsibilities has helped
in the past. They have
continually needed reminding to
have their tasks done on time.

The principal would:
A. Allow group to formulate
its own direction.
B. Incorporate group
recommendations, but
see that objectives are
met.
C. Redefine roles and
responsibilities and
supervise carefully.
D. Allow group involvement
in determining roles and
responsibilities, but
won’t be too directive.

6. The principal stepped into an
efficiently run organization,
which the previous principal
tightly controlled. He wants
to maintain a productive
situation, but would like to
begin humanizing the
environment.

The principal would:
A. Do what he can to make
group feel important and
involved.
B. Emphasize the importance of
deadlines and tasks.
C. Intentionally will not
intervene.
D. Get group involved in
decision making, but See
that objectives are met.
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Alternative Actions

Situation

7. The principal is considering
changing to a structure that
will be new to the group.
Members of the group have
made suggestions about needed
change. The group has been
productive and demonstrated
flexibility in its operations.

The principal would:
A. Define the change and
supervise carefully.
B. Participate with the
group in developing the
change but allow members
to organize the implementation.
C. Be willing to make changes
as recommended, but maintain
control of implementation.
D. Avoid confrontation? leave
things alone.

8. Group performance and
interpersonal relations are
good. The principal feels
somewhat unsure about his
lack of direction of the
group.

9.

The principal's superior
has appointed him to head
a task force that is far
overdue in making requested
recommendations for change.
The group is not clear on its
goals, Attendance at sessions
has been poor. Their meetings
have turned into social
gatherings. Potentially, they
have the talent necessary to
help.

The principal would:
A. Leave the group alone.
B. Discuss the situation with
group and then initiate
necessary changes himself.
C. Take steps to direct
subordinates toward working
in a well-defined manner.
D. Be supportive in discussing
the situation with the
group, but would not be
too directive
The principal would:
A. Let the group work out its
problems.
B. Incorporate group
recommendations, but see
that objectives are met.
C. Redefine goals and supervise
carefully.
D. Allow group involvement in
setting goals, but won't push.

I
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Situation

Alternative Actions

10.

Teachers, usually able to
take responsibility, are
not responding to the
principal’s recent
redefining of standards.

The principal would:
A. Allow group involvement
in redefining standards,
but would not take control.
B. Redefine standards and
supervise carefully.
C. Avoid confrontation by
not applying pressure;
leave situation alone.
D. Incorporate group
recommendations, but
see that new standards
are met.

11.

The principal has been
promoted to a new position.
The previous occupant was
uninvolved in the affairs
of the group. The group
has adequately handled its
tasks and directions.
Group interrelations are
good.

The principal would:
A. Take steps to direct
subordinates toward
working in a well-defined
manner.
B. Involve subordinates in
decision making and
reinforce good
contributions.
C. Discuss past performance
with the group and then
examine the need for new
practice.
D. Continue to leave group
alone.

12. Recent information indicates
some internal difficulties
among subordinates. The group
has a remarkable record of
accomplishment. Members have
effectively maintained longrange goals. They have worked
in harmony for the past year.
All are well qualified for the
task.

The principal would:
A. Try out his solution with
subordinates and examine
the need for new practices.
B. Allow group members to
work it out themselves.
C. Act quickly and firmly to
correct and redirect.
D. Participate in problem
---- -*
discussion
while ---providing
support for subordinates.
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JOB SATISFACTION SURVEY

Use the following 4 point rating system to indicate your
satisfaction with each of the following aspects of your
present job:

1
2
3
4

=
=
=
=

very dissatisfied
dissatisfied
satisfied
very satisfied

(circle one number for each item)

HOW SATISFIED ARE YOU WITH:
the amount of work done by other teachers
in your school?

1

2

3

4

the number of students for whom you are
responsible?

1

2

3

4

your opportunities for growth in your
profession?

1

2

3

4

04

the amount of money you make?

1

2

3

4

05

the opportunities provided to discuss
problems with building administrators?

1

2

3

4

the trust you have in your building
administrators?

1

2

3

4

07

the general reputation of your school?

1

2

3

4

08

the quality of work of other teachers
in your school?

1

2

3

4

the understanding of your school's
program by parents and the community?

1

2

3

4

your future in your school district?

1

2

3

4

01

02
03

06

09

10
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HOW SATISFIED ARE YOU WITH:

the extent to which you are able to meet
your students' affective needs?

1

2

3

4

the extent to which the community
recognizes and appreciates its educators?

1

2

3

4

the quality of your interactions with
your students?

1

2

3

4

the opportunities that you have to
develop your areas of special interest?

1

2

3

4

15

the physical facilities of your school?

1

2

3

4

16

the professional competence and leadership
of your building administrators?

1

2

3

4

the number of courses for which you must
prepare?

1

2

3

4

your awareness of what is "going on" in
your school?

1

2

3

4

19

the salary schedule in your school district?.

1

2

3

4

20

the arrangement of space and equipment in
your school?

1

2

3

4

the extent to which you are able to meet
your students’ academic needs?

1

2

3

4

the availability of appropriate
instructional materials and equipment?

1

2

3

4

23

the amount of work you are expected to do?

1

2

3

4

24

the fringe benefits in your school district?

1

2

3

4

25

the personal and social relationships you
have with other teachers?

1

2

3

4

the community's involvement in your school's
prog rams?

1

2

3

4

the goals and objectives emphasized by your
school?

1

2

3

4

11

12

13

14

17

18

21

22

26
27

Appendix B
Permission to Utilize Questionnaires
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CENTER I’OR LEADERSHIP STUDIES
P.O. Box 1536. I .seoiidi.lo. < iilil'orniii 92025-0312

230 West Third Avenue
((»!!>) 741-<>5}l5

Eseoinltdo. (iililornin 92025-4IMO

7»'.-‘>5Ol

November 6, 1984

Pamela Amick Klawitter
Box 248
Mt. Nebo, West Virginia 26679

Dear Pamela:
In response to your request, I am happy to inform you that you have
permission to use the LEAD-instrumentation for your research project.

Educational discounts are available if the instruments are ordered on your
University letterhead. You may order the LEAD-other instrument through
University Associates, Please see the enclosed Resource Guide for
additional information.
I wish you the best of luck on your project,
assistance, please feel free to contact me.

Si ncerely,

Maureen Shriver
Director of Administrative Services

MS/vs
Enclosure:

Resource Guide

If I may be of further
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UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION
1025 W. JOHNSON STREET
MADISON, WISCONSIN 53706

To
From

Ms. Pam Klawitter

Prof. James Lipham

Date

11/6/84

Sub, ect.

Job Satisfaction Survey

Enclosed is a copy of the Job Satisfaction Survey,
permission to utilize it in your Study.

You have my

Also enclosed is a copy of data related to the reliability of this
instrument.

Please send me a. copy of your abstract.

J. Lipham
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The Relationship Between Principal’s Leadership Style
And Teacher Job Satisfaction

Pamela Amick Klawitter

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to explore the
relationship between the principal’s leadership style
(as perceived by the teacher) and the teacher’s job

satisfaction.

The sample utilized in this study consisted of
220 public school teachers in West Virginia.

Four

teachers were randomly selected from each of the state’s
55 counties to participate in the study.

Each

participant was mailed copies of LEAD-Other and the

Job Satisfaction Survey.

A total of 70% of the teachers

returned the questionnaires.

Principals in the study were classified, according

to Hersey and Blanchard's leadership typology, as:
Style 1 (High Task/Low Relationship), Style 2 (HT/HR),
Style 3 (LT/HR) or Style 4 (LT/LR).
The major findings emerging from the descriptive

and analytical treatment of the data were:
(1) West Virginia teachers most frequently perceived
their principals to be Style 2 leaders (38%).
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(2) Teachers who perceived principals to be Style

2 leaders were significantly more satisfied

overall (2*80) than those who perceived principals

to be Style 3 (2.62), Style 1 (2.53)/ or Style

4 (2.36).
(3) The overall job satisfaction of teachers was

not significantly impacted by school location/
school sizez sex of the teacher or years of

experience of the teacher (when considered as
variables in isolation).

(4) Significant differences in job satisfaction

were evidenced when the demographic variables
of school location and sex of the teacher
interacted with the leadership style of the

principal.
(5) Teachers who perceived the principal to be a

Style 2 leader were most satisfied with
the ’’Administration and Supervision" subscale
(3.25); and teachers who perceived the principal

to be a Style 4 leader were least satisfied with

’’Administration and Supervision” (1.96).
(6) Teachers were significantly more satisfied with

intraorganizational factors such as relations
with co-workers (3.00) and pupils (2.88) than they
were with extraorganizational factors such as
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community relations (2.32) and financial aspects
of the job (2.11).

(7) School-specific satisfaction was significantly

higher than district satisfaction.

This indicates

that many of the factors contributing to lowered

job satisfaction are not within the .principal’s
direct control.

1
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